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Correction for page 22, Vol. xxut, No. 43. 


EURIPIDES J. 4. 373. 


In my note on this v. to which Professor Robinson Ellis does me the honour 
to refer on p. 22 of No. 43 of this Journal, the word xelous is, I greatly regret 


to say, a mistake for xpelous. 
E. B. ENGLAND. 


wueuce vue romance syncopated forms of ver(2)cundia, Ital. 
vergogna, Span. verguenza, Fr. vergogne ete. (cf. Quaest. Gramm. 
Bern. p. 186 H.). The Christian poets also use, not only scan- 
sions like abjssus (a@Bvacos) (cf. wid. p. 177. 4 H.) (eg. Paul. 
Nol. 19, 651; 35, 228), but also like erémus (&pnwos, beside 
épyjmos) (e.g. Prud. Psych. 372; Cath. 5. 89), whence the Ro- 
- mance forms, Ital. eremo and ermo, Span. yermo, O. Fr. erme 
etc.; but such shortenings, which are natural enough at a time 
when the distinction between the long and the short quantity 
of a vowel was beginning to disappear, are not likely to have 
been tolerated in good Latin pronunciation at the time of the 
Karly Dramatists. It is true that the shortening of a final 
naturally long vowel is allowed by Ennius and the Hexameter 
Journal of Philology. vot. xx1t. 1 
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THE JOURNAL 


OF 


Pre LOGY. 


THE SHORTENING OF LONG SYLLABLES IN 
PLAUTUS. 


IL. 


THE shortening of a naturally long syllable by the Breves 
Breviantes Law is a feature of Late and Vulgar Latin. Meré- 
batur, for example, is a mispronunciation censured by Consen- 
tius (5th cent. A.D.) (p. 393 K.), along with drator (p. 392 K.); 
verécundus is found in the Christian poets (e.g. Fort. 7. 6. 10), 
whence the Romance syncopated forms of ver(é)cundia, Ital. 
vergogna, Span. verguenza, Fr. vergogne ete. (cf. Quaest. Gramm. 
Bern. p. 186 H.). The Christian poets also use, not only scan- 
sions like abjssus (@8vacos) (cf. ibid. p. 177. 4 H.) (eg. Paul. 
Nol. 19, 651; 35, 228), but also like erémus (&pnwos, beside 
épjpmos) (e.g. Prud. Psych. 372; Cath. 5. 89), whence the Ro- 
- mance forms, Ital. eremo and ermo, Span. yermo, O. Fr. erme 
etc.; but such shortenings, which are natural enough at a time 
when the distinction between the long and the short quantity 
of a vowel was beginning to disappear, are not likely to have 
been tolerated in good Latin pronunciation at the time of the 
Karly Dramatists. It is true that the shortening of a final 
naturally long vowel is allowed by Ennius and the Hexameter 


Journal of Philology. vow. xx11. 1 





poets, while the shortening of a final syllable long by position — 
is not, e.g. put&, not legtint, dixerS (Hor. S. 1. 4. 104), not dime- 
rint. But this is merely because another factor was at work in 
the weakening of the former, namely the law of Latin pronun- 
ciation that a long vowel (final or not) should be shortened 
in hiatus, e.g. putd hoc, dixerd id, like illtus, ptus, pragustus, 
prthendo, just as in amdt, amor, patét, contrasted with amds, 
patés, palis, there was the shortening influence of the final 
consonant, the same as has reduced the long vowel of our ‘ node’ 
to a half-long vowel in the word ‘note’. Pudicitiam is the 
reading of the Palatine MSS. in Amph. 930, Epid. 405, passages 
for which the evidence of the Palimpsest is wanting (pid. 541 
is anapaestic, with pudicitiam); propinare amicissumam ami- 
citiam is suggested for a line in an anapaestic passage, Pseud. 
1263, by the MSS. (P) with their propinare micissim amicitiam, 
but Goetz prints wicissim, while Ritschl made the line bacchiae 
propinare amicissumam; amicitiam Men. 846 is very doubtful ; 
periturissume Rud. 1875 should be periurissume; peculatus 
and depeculatus, in the three passages in which they occur in 
Plautus (Pers. 555; Cist. 1. 1. 70; Epid. 520), have short u, 
but whether these words had originally the long w of pecalium 
is questionable ; in Aul. 516 sem(7)sonarit, not semisOnarii, a 
line of doubtful genuineness (A vowel before a Mute and Liquid, 
or qu', cannot well play the part of a ‘brevis brevians’ (Klotz 
in Bursian’s Jahresber. 19, p. 238): surely not a vowel pre- 
ceding s for Greek £). The strongest example is Olut&mestra 
KAvralunotpa) in Livius Andronicus Trag. 11 R.; though 
with Greek loanwords there is always a possibility of false 
Analogy, such as produced aurtchalcwm (classical ortchaleum) 
from dpeixarxos (cf. also Gk. Kuvaiyerpos and Kuvéyerpos). 
The Early Dramatists do not shorten, after a short monosyllable 
(or elided disyllable), the prepositions in, con in compounds, 


1 quo-, pronounced -co- (cf. quom  Putréfacit would hardly be allowed by 
for com, cum, the Preposition), would Plautus, though Ovid has putréfacta, 
not offer the same resistance; hence liquéflunt. Probri of Bacch. 1167 
loquér, sequér, In Aul. 715 read ob- seems to require investigation. (Shall 
secro ego vos, the order required by we make probriperlecebrae one word ?) 
Kellerhoff’s rule (Stud. Stud. m 51).° 





SHORTENING OF LONG SYLLABLES IN PLAUTUS. 3 


where 7, 0 were naturally long, viz. where n is followed by s or f, 
e.g. tnsanus, infelix (cf. Cic. Or. 48 § 159). (In Plaut. Stich. 
493 the first syllable of infumatis should be scanned long, not 
short; tinsanit in Crst. fol. 238" 1 Stud. will hardly be defended 
on the evidence of A alone, which seems to give hercle hic 
tinsantt miser as the ending of an iambic line; Pseud. 194 is 
bacchiac with tnsidias.) Nor are other long initials shortened. 
In Rud. 913 the alliteration requires the order: neque piscium 
pondo illam. In ornare the 0, preceding rn, had the quality, 
not the quantity, of a long o, like the 6 preceding nd in frondes 
(also written frundes) etc. 

The small number and doubtful character of these examples 
of shortening a naturally long syllable by the Breves Breviantes 
Law stand in marked contrast with the examples of shortening 
a syllable long by position. Voltéptatis (with the other Cases), 
voliiptarius etc. are common scansions in the Early Dramatists ; 
and voltintatis, juvéntutis, gubérnare and gubérnator, egéstatis, 
ventistatis, supéllectilis come next in order of frequency. The 
normal scansion in the Dramatists of all these second syllables 
long by position is that of classical poetry; the shortening of 
them is however a licence which is readily allowed, when the 
exigencies of metre demand. There is no indication that 
particular groups of consonants lent themselves to this shorten- 
ing more than others, though more instances occur before st, 
str, nt, pt, ll, ct than before others. Sometimes the consonants 
are divided between the syllables, as 7 | n, n | t; sometimes 
they are included in the same syllable, as | pt, | st. Double 
consonants, as l/l, ss (e.g. vicissatim), nn (e.g. per-dnnonam) 
allow the shortening with no more nor less readiness than 
other consonant-groups. 

That Prepositions had a tendency to be weakened in a 
Compound is perhaps indicated by words like Omitto (for 
*ommitto, ob-mitto. Contrast admitio for *ammuitto); récido, 
rélatus, réduco etc. beside earlier reccido, rellatus, redduco etc.; 
so that shortenings, like in dcculto Capt. 83, tib(c)-Sptemperem 
Most. 896, quid dbstulistt Aul. 645, occupy to some extent a 
position by themselves. Jn-dcciélto etc. go naturally into the 
same class with voliiptdtis, addptatus (whence addptaticium 

1—2 







4 THE JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY.  — 


Poen. 1045); but cases like quid dbstulisti, where the a . 
does not fall on the second syllable of the Compound, should be x = 
classed with the instances, quoted by Klotz pp. 69 sqq., of pairs 
of monosyllables, like guéd &b sodéli. For the separableness of 
a Preposition in a Compound is shewn not only by the usage 
of Tmesis in the old literature (e.g. disque tulissent Trin. 833), 
but also by the fact (mentioned by Buchhold de Paromoeoseos 
usu, p. 47), that Plautus allows Alliteration with the first 
syllable of the second element of a prepositional Compound, 
e.g. Merc. 384 solus se in consilium seuocat, when that syllable 
is accented. (When the initial syllable of the Compound has 
the accent, or the ictus, it alone has the power of alliterating, 
e.g. Epid, 256 calidi conducibilis consili.) Tibi dddam Epid. 
474 is on a par with pol tsi Aul. 421. But though we may 
scan quid %xprobras Trin. 318, with a prepositional Compound, 
it does not follow that we may scan quod hdstica Capt. 246 ; 
nor does tibi dddam give a sanction for per hortum Stich. 614. 

Dr Klotz thinks that any bacchiac trisyllables with the 
last syllable elided, e.g. profect(o), bibend(um), harund(o), may 
be treated as iambic disyllables, and shorten their second, now 
become their final, syllable. He has certainly failed to adduce 
strong enough evidence for the shortening of a naturally long 
syllable in this way, e.g. Aul. 599 Hril(e) imperium ediscat 
(in Pseud. 168 read: introbite...celebra); and even his instances 
of syllables long by position are not altogether satisfactory. 
Profécto (a rare scansion, Brix ad Mil. 186. The word profecto 
cannot stand, as it is often said to do, for prd facto) may possibly 
be correctly written *profico ( profecto is wrongly given in the 
MSS (P) in Truc. 495 for praefica, in Pseud. 256 for proh(?)). 
Sceléstus is changed by Fleckeisen (Neue Jahrb. 1891) to scele- 
rus, though in Most. 504, sceléstae sunt aedes, the shortening is 
satisfactorily explained by the accentuation scelestaé-sunt; so 
molestaé-sunt Mil. 69 (Skutsch Forsch. 1. p. 108), and perhaps 
modésti-sint Trin. 831 (anap.), nectinqgudm-litem Poen. 489, just 
as voluptas has the second syllable shortened in voluptds-mea. 

The alleged cases of shortening in the penultima of a 
Superlative, e.g. simillwmae Asin. 241, I have treated in the 
Classical Review V1. p. 342. In the trochaic line of the Asinaria 





~~ 
& 


ee Serres Sy ag ek oe NL 
Oe ee eh ae, le Ba = . J . ; >, As 


SHORTENING OF LONG SYLLABLES IN PLAUTUS. 5 


we should read not pértitorum sémillumae sunt but pértorum 
simillumae sunt, the first word being the (Plautine) Gen. PI. of 
portus (cf. versorum Laber. 55 R.), or a by-form of portitorwm, 
like portorium for port(it)oriwm. The mere ictus of the verse 
can hardly have had the power of shortening a syllable (as 
Phil0xéne salve Bacch. 1106 (anap.)). Even in anapaestic metre 
where the ictus tramples rough-shod over the accent of the 
words, it does not lengthen a final s in ‘ position, in lines like 
Trin. 827 ustis sum in alto; Att. Trag. 534 R dictiis Pro- 
metheus (cf. Hpid. 541). The impossibility of scanning a 
bacchiac trisyllable as an anapaestic, e.g. senécta (unnecessarily 
so scanned in Most. 217), unless when the natural accent of the 
word precedes or follows the shortened syllable (e.g. senéctdn 
Cas. 240 (anap.); pérind(e) Stich. 520 (cf. Serv. ad Aen. VI. 743 
éxinde; Prise. xv. 9 p. 67 déinde, sibinde, périnde); Philippus 
(Gk. Piduros), and perhaps téléntum (Gk. taXavtov); with 
the probably foreign word sdtéllites and possibly sdgitta), is 
well seen in an anapaestic line, Poen. 1188, beginning Rebus 
mis agundis. To secure an anapaest for the second foot, Plautus 
could not use the Plural of the Possessive, Rebiis mets dgtindis, 
or Rebtis meis dgtndis, but had to avail himself of the rare 
Gen. Sing. of the Personal Pronoun mits agiéindis (The quantity 
of mits is shewn by Enn. A. 145 M. ingens cura mis cum con- 
cordibus aequiperare, on which see Prise. xi. p. 3 K.; tis on 
the other hand had long 2, if the Palatine MSS. are right in 
Plaut. Mil. 1033 quia tis egeat, an anapaestic line. Should we 
read quia tis ea egeat?). In the line of the Poenulus the 
Palatine MSS. have faithfully preserved mis, while the Palim- 
psest has altered it to the more familiar meis. The trisyllabic 
(dactylic) form of avunculus used by Plautus does not imply 
shortening of the second syllable. It is a peculiarity of the 
vocalic consonant v to drop out between two vowels irrespective 
of their quantity e.g. di(v)inus, obli(v)iscor. 

That there should be MS. readings which offer difficulties, 
e.g. Poen. 922 ero tim (I need hardly add Stich. 165 cdtidie), 
and other examples quoted in the books of Klotz and C. F. 
Miiller, is only to be expected, considering the state of the text 
of Plautus; but I think that an unprejudiced inspection of 





Plautine versification, as a whole, will confirm these two 
rules: ' 

(1) that no syllable was shortened in the metre of the 
Dramatists, which was not shortened (partially or completely) 
in the ordinary pronunciation of their time’. 

(2) that a naturally long vowel was never shortened by the 
Law of Breves Breviantes, unless in a final syllable. 

The usage of Lucilius with regard to the Breves Bre- 
viantes Law is discussed by Dr Skutsch in the Rheinisches 
Museum, 1893, XLvit. p. 303. He finds in Lucilius’ iambic 
and trochaic metres six examples of the shortening of a syllable 
long by position : 

Lucil. 27.20 M.  facit idem quod ili qui inscriptum ex pdrtu 
exportant clanculum. 


27.11. re in secunda tdllere animos, ét In mala demit- 
tere. 

27.40. drdum misérrimum atque infelix lignum sabu- 
ciim uocant. 

28. 46. Sdcraticum quidd4m tyranno rusia Aristippum 
atitumant. 

29. 90. nde dédmtim uix rédeat uixque hoc éxuat se.... 

29.96. hic me ubi uidit, sippalpatur, cAptit scabit, 


pedeés legit. 

Of these the second and fourth are easily removed by 
omitting e¢ in the second, and by reading misse in the fourth. 
In the fifth, as Dr Skutsch himself remarks, we may scan wnd(e) 
domtim uiz. The last is a conjectural emendation of the MSS, 
which rather point to Mueller’s reading : 


hie me ubi uidit, sibblanditur, pAlpatur, captit scabit, 
pédes legit, 


1 To the evidence, cited in the first 
part of this article, of the operation of 
the Breves Breviantes Law in the 
actual pronunciation of the words 
cavillator, ministerium, calefacere, and 
ave, may be added, for the last of these 
words, the story in Phaedrus App. 21 
of the man who mistook for this salut- 


ation the caw of a crow; and for the 
similar Imperative cave, Cicero’s story 
(Div. 2. 40) of Crassus mistaking Cau- 
neas (sc. ficus vendo) for cave ne eas; 
also the spelling causis for cave sis in 
Juvenal 9. 120. Servius (ad Aen. 6. 
779) says that vidén was the pronun- 
ciation of his time, 


Yee 
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though the metre of the last half of the first line of this couplet 
is certainly as ungraceful as the subject. The third example I 
have already treated in the Classical Review vi 343, where I 
have tried to shew that a scansion like misérrimum would not 
be tolerated even by the Dramatists. The first hand of that 
excellent MS. of Nonius, the Harleian, gives in this line not 
miserrimum, but miserinum, which Mueller changes to miseru- 
lum. It is possible that misertnum is right, for Ullmann in a 
recent number of the Romanische Forschungen (7. 190) quotes 
miserina from a Roman inscription (Bull. Comm. Arch. di 
Roma, 1888, 37), a form which he regards as the foretype of 
Italian adjectives in -ino like bellino, pochino. 

In Lucilius’ hexameters we have an example of the Breves 
Breviantes Law in 9. 29 M.: 


r. non multum abést hoc cacosyntheton atque canina (MS a re 
non &c.) 
si lingua dico ‘nihil ad me’ 


(i.e. the sound of 7 is like the growl of a lazy dog, like ‘ what 
care 1?’ in dogs’ language), where Mueller’s corrections of the 
MS. reading to 7 nonnullum habet...utque...sic...ar me are 
unnecessary. The ore cdrupto of 9.1, and the natura corump- 
tum of Lucr. 6. 1135, hardly come under the Breves Breviantes 
law, but are rather to be compared to Omitto for ommutto, réduco 
for redduco etc. In the passage of Consentius (p. 400, 8 K.) 
where this scansion of Lucilius is mentioned, it is possible that 
an example of shortening by this law is quoted from a hexame- 
ter of Ennius; but the passage, as it stands in the MSS., is 
unfortunately corrupt. They read: sicut Lucilius ‘ore corupto’: 
dempsit enim unam litteram per metaplasmum r: et Ennius 


huic statuam statui maiorum obatu athenis; 


et hic quoque per metaplasmum dempsit litteram r. This line 
of Ennius, possibly from his Satwrae, may indeed have con- 
tained some scansion like et Orbatur, with neglect of the 
lengthening by position before rb, or as Consentius puts it, 
‘with omission of the letter 7’. But a passage in Pompeius 
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(p. 283, 13 K.): dicitur barbarismus, quando dico ‘mamor’ » 
eo quod est marmor...et ut puta si dicas ‘relliquias’ pro 
quod est reliquias, suggests that the ‘omission of the letter r 
referred to may have been in the fourth, not in the penultimate 
word of the line; for the ‘ barbarismus’ mentioned by Pompeius 
‘ may quite well have been not a mere mispronunciation of his 
time, but (like rel/iquiae) a scansion found in early poetry. 


W. M. LINDSAY. 


‘'THE PROSODY OF MICO THE LEVITE. 


THE following is taken from Ludwig Traube’s account of Mico 
in the 8rd volume of Diimmler’s Poetae Latini aeui Carolint. 
At the time when it was written, Traube’s work was only just in 
printing, but the kindness of the author allowed me to use the 
pages containing Mico before the volume was actually published. 
I had however, before receiving Traube’s printed copy, made a 
collation (Aug. 1891) of the best Ms. at Brussels. 

Mico Leuita was a Levite or deacon of the Abbey of 
S. Riquier in Picardy, two miles from Abbeville’. He often 
calls himself small (paruwus, paruulus, pusillus).  wincipiunt 
paruae glosae de diuersis libris excerptae a pusillitate Micoms. 

He lived from 825 to 853, and was a teacher of boys. He 
wrote a number of works both prose and verse; a book of 
Epigrammata, another of Aenigmata; perhaps Epistolae; and 
the prosodial work before us. 

In his preface addressed to ‘all lovers of wisdom’ Mico 
states that the idea of drawing up such a work was suggested 
by a stranger who while sojourning with the monks of S. 
Riquier found fault with their reading particularly on the score 
of quantity. This led him to examine the Latin poets and, 
when he found words in which the length or shortness of a 
syllable was doubtful, to set side by side with each word an 


1 This lecture on Mico was read to 
the Oxford Philological Society in Feb. 
1892, and some months later was de- 
livered by me at the New Schools, 
Dec. 3 of the same year. 

2 The abbey had been founded by 
S. Richarius a.p, 630—638. It is or- 


dinarily called Centula or vicus Cen- 
tulus: Turribus a centum Centula 
nomen habet. The Benedictine Har- 
iulphus wrote a Chronicle of the abbey 
in 4 books, which was continued to 
1088 a.D. 
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instance, first the word, then the instance, lastly the name — 
of the author or book. He adds that it was alphabetical, in 
order to facilitate reference: ‘currit enim commode per alfabetum, 
ut facilius inueniatur, quod ab amante requiritur, where amante 
is the ‘lover of wisdom,’ i.e. the curious student. . 

Traube infers that this treatise of Mico was held in high 
estimation from the number of copies existing of it. There are 
two in the Royal Library at Brussels, the first and best of 
which (10,066—10,077) Traube makes the basis of his edition. 
This is the Ms. I collated. The first page is to a great extent 
obliterated. The date, which Traube thought of cent. XIL., 
I should have considered to be not later than x. or x1. This 
MS. is called by Traube B; the other Brussels Ms., which is of 
inferior value, b. Besides these Traube had collations of 


1. A Brit. Mus. Ms Burney 357, cent. x11/XIU. 
2. Erlangen, Xv. 

3. Halberstadt, XII. 

4. Heidelberg. 


There are, besides, an XIth cent. at Paris (1928), a Leyden 
Ms. mentioned by Riese; one which was at Toul in the xith 
century, and another at Louvain, cited by Heinsius, are also 
known to have been in existence: but Traube thinks that the 
Louvain codex which is described by Heinsius as ‘admodum 
uetus’ may be one of the two at Brussels. 

Of the extent to which Mico’s Prosody was read we may 
judge from the fact that a verse in it 


Cattus in obscuris cepit pro sorice picam 


which Mico ascribes to one Sophocles, is quoted exactly in the 
above form, not with either of the variants found elsewhere, 
Cattus in obscuro ec. pro s. pigam, and is ascribed similarly to 
Sophocles in a Phillipps glossary of the x11th cent. 

The number of words, thus prosodially treated, is in the 
numeration of Traube 413. After the last word Zizania follows 
FINIT OPUS MICONIS, then 10 elegiac lines 


Ipse Micon paucos studui decerpere sticos 
Alfaque per betum figere marginibus, 
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Nomina doctorum simul e diuerso notare, 
Vt foret accensis suffugium pueris. 
Sed tamen hos lector uigili tu mente retracta 
Vt teneas recta ac reprobes nocua. 
At si profuerint, placeat iterare legendo, 
Sin uero minime, sit tibi cura leuis. 
Vnum te rogito: memor esse mei quoque semper 
Digneris sanctis inque tuis precibus. 


The two last seem borrowed from the conclusion of the 
*Commonitorium of Orientius, which however, as might be 
expected, is incomparably superior in metre, diction, and 
feeling. | 


Authors quoted in Mico. 


These may be divided into three groups (1) classical, 
(2) Christian, (3) nondescript or of uncertain date. 

(1) The poets cited of the classical period are as follows. 
Cicero’s Aratea, Lucretius, the Copa, Moretum, Vergil, Horace, 
Ovid, the Aratea of Germanicus, Persius, Lucan, Statius, 
Martial, Iuvenal, the medical writer Serenus Sammonicus, the 
Fables of Avianus or as he is called in the Brussels ms. Avienus, 
the Periegesis of Priscian. 

In prose Sallust, A. Gellius. 

(2) The Christian poets cited are Paulinus of Nola, 
Paulinus of Perigueux, Prudentius, Arator, Prosper, Alcimus 
Avitus, Sedulius, Juvencus, Apollinaris Sidonius, Orientius, 
Fortunatus, Martianus Capella, Beda, Alcuin, Paulus Diaconus. 

(3) Under the nondescript class fall Catonis disticha; the 
Carmen de Sodoma, which Peiper in his edition of the Latin 
Metrical Heptateuch assigns to a Gallic Cyprianus; a Rufinus 


V.C.; a Licentius cited twice from a poem preserved by S. 


1 Orient. 11. 407 and 
At tu cum [reJlegis nostrum quicum- Nominis abscedat ne tibi cura mei, 
que libellum, Vt peccatores uincens Orientius omnes 
Nostri, seu malus est seu bonus, Sanctorum ueniam promerear pre- 


esto memor. cibus. 
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Augustin in one of his Epistles; a Favinius whose poem on — 
weights and measures is twice cited 58, 141: an author abridged 
as TEOD; a medieval poet known by the name of Smaragdus, — 
the carmen de diebus Bihrens PLM Vv. p. 352: the praecepta 
uiuendt Diimmler I. 278 (STATERA). 

A name abridged as LI (90, 339) is wrongly appended to 
two vv. of Martial. 

The verses are on the whole correctly ascribed to their 
authors: but there are a considerable number of exceptions. 
This is particularly true of the Christian poet Alcimus, or, 
as Mico writes him, ALcHIMvs. To Alcimus are assigned 
no less than 19 verses: of which only five are really by him, 

I must here in passing not omit to criticize a point in my 
friend Mr Rudolf Peiper’s edition, otherwise most excellent, of 
the Latin Metrical Heptateuch. Peiper, finding many of the 
verses quoted by Mico from Alcimus in this Heptateuch, con- 
cludes that others unknown also came from lost parts of the 
same work. Anyone who will take the trouble to examine the 
verses and the passages of Scripture to which Peiper supposes 
them to refer will see how very uncertain this is. Nay, Peiper 
has gone beyond this and actually ventured to refer to a lost 
part of the Heptateuch a verse very familiar to most readers of 
Latin Poetry, which Mico quotes s.v. INDICO and ascribes to 
Prosper. It is really one of nine verses sometimes, but wrongly, 
attributed to Martial, sometimes called PROLOGUS AVIANI, 
Prologue to the fables of Avianus: so in one of the Bodleian 
mss. used by me for my edition. 

The Heptateuch is quoted also by Mico under BISSINA 
and assigned to Prosper, under SATVRO and ascribed to Ovid, 
under FERITA, to Ovid; proof of the important position held by 
this book, almost unknown till the late Card. Pitra published 
the Cambridge Ms., but now universally accessible in the 
edition of Peiper, and become interesting to all students of 
the later Latin prosody by the masterly criticism of J. E. B. 
Mayor. 


The following collection of instances of verses ascribed by 
Mico to wrong authors is not exhaustive. 
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164? Fenicis nomen cui dedit i ipsa uenus Fortunatus, shane! 
-in Carmen de Phoenice 66. 

171 Nec* wagus in laxa pes tibi pelle natet Martialis, really 
in Ov. A. A. 1. 516. 

173 Quanta Gigante memoratur mensa triumphi Juvenal 
really in Mart. virt. 50, 1. 

206 Et sit in infida proditione fides, ascribed to F, really in 
A. A. 111. 578. ; 

209 Irritatque uirum telis atque ultro lacessit—Prudentius, 
really in Verg. Aen. x. 644 (with e¢ woce lacessit). 

227 Ad Lapithas bello perdis Iacche graui—Verg. and Ovid 
really in Vitalis, de libidine et wino. 

234 Myrrina signauit seposuitque diem (sic) —to Li, really 
in Martial. So 339 Quid te Cappadocum sazonus (sex onus) 
esse iunat. 

248 Sic edocta suo seruit macedonia Paulo—to Ardt, really 
by Walafrid Strabo. 

280 Balsama nec desunt quis rediit Paphie—to Ovid, really 
in Carm. de Mensibus PLM 1. 207. 

300 Somnia pitwita qui purgatissima mittunt—to Juvenal, 
really in Persius 11. 57. 

_ $22 Flentibus Heliadum ramis dum uipera repit to Juvenal, 
really in Martial Iv. 59. 1. 

334 Claudendus parui corpore sarcofagi, to Prudentius, 
really in ORIENTIVS I. 538, but with marmore for corpore. 

344 Septimanis decies quinis simul atque duabus, to Pru- 
dentius, really in C. de diebus PLM v. 352. 

347 Viscera iam saturo portabat capta parenti to Ovid, 
really in the HEPTATEVCH. 

387 Seu lentum ceroma teris tepidumue trigona, to Juvenal, 
really in Martial rv. 19. 5 

399 Vsque quo (vos quoque) si media speculum spectetis 
in ira to Martial, really in A. A. 11. 507. 


? 


? 


1 The verse-words italicized are those under which the verse will be found 
in Mico. 
2 s.v. GrrovaGys, 
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The following is a list of the verses whose authorship is ” a 
unknown to Traube. 


41 ANATIS. Mox anatis profuge quo sibi praedo foret, 
PRVD. NOV. 

120. pirIvo. Contra particulam quae diriuata uidetur. 

This v. is omitted in most Mss. of Mico. It is not.ascribed 
to any author, but the v. preceding it (119) is assigned to SED 
(Sedulius), and perhaps Mico thought that this was sufficient 
indication of 120 also. He has done so in other cases. 

286 PERFORAT. Perforat hasta uirumque et confinia dorsi 
(et trans conj. Traube). 

Not assigned to any author, previous v. to OVID. 

310 PERSIDEM. Symon persidem dulci comitatus iuda [no 
author assigned: 309 to IVVENAL]. 

360 SVBREPAT. Nec tibi fallacis subrepat imago decoris 
PAVLINVS. 

367 sATAGO. Intulerat satagens propriis licet illa cibando 
PAVLINVS. 

370: SAT ERIT. Jam sat erit nobis uano sermone narrare 
SEDVL. 


The most interesting of the citations in Mico are no doubt 
those from Lucretius. These amount to 13 lines in all. I will 
cite them in the order of the books in which they respectively 
occur, 


Lucret. 1.275 Saluifragis uexat flabris ita perfurit acri. 
Siluifragis AB, 
396 Nec si iam posset sine inani posset opinor. 
11. 128 Significant clandestinos caecosque subesse. 
365 Diriuare queunt animum curamque leuare. 
curamque A, curaque B and edd, 
388 Praeterea lumen per cornum transitat imber. 
cornum AB: transit at seemingly AB: Mico thought it 
came from TRANSITO, which word is written sic at the beginning 
of the excerpt. | 
447 In quo iam genere primis adamantina saxa. 
in primis AB, 


oo 
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663 (2) Buceriaeque greges eodem sub tegmine caeli. 
966 Inque locum quando remigrant sit blanda 
uoluptas. 
fit AB. 
Iv. 1232 Siue uirum soboles siue est mulierts origo. 
suboles AB. muliebris AB. Mico thought that the e of 
multeris was long, as the word illustrated is mulieres. 
v. 6 Nemo ut opinor erit mortali corpore cretus, 
598 Largifluum fontem scatere atque erumpere lumen. 
lumen also AB, not flumen. 
1221 Contremit et magnum percurrunt murmure 
caelum. 
murmura edd. murmure AB, as Mico. Munro does not 
notice this. 
VI. 752 Cornices non cum fumant altaria donis. 


There are no quotations from B. 111.: probably a mere 
accident. 

No v. of Catullus Tibullus or Propertius is cited, nor from 
Manilius. On the other hand the Aratea both of Cicero and 
Germanicus furnish, the former four, the latter two verses. The 
vv. from Cicero’s Aratea are 

hic liquescit s. 

92 Delphinus iacet haud nimio lustratus nitore: 

The elided s is described as melting away. _ 

5 Andromede signum Deltoton dicere grai. 

145 Namque etiam Heridanum cernes in parte locatum. 

Mico adds h to Eridanus: Bahrens’ Mss. of Cicero’s Aratea 
seem to give Lridanum. 

317 Zodiacum hunc greci uocitant nostrique latini. 


The two vv. of the Aratea of Germanicus are 


332 Sic uagina ensis pernicis sic pede lucet. 

This is assigned to Cesar in Arat. (303 Traube). Bahrens’ 
best Mss. give pernici, which is right, not pernicis. 

239 Hunc aries iuxta medium deltoton habebit. 

Other ss. give Huc or Huic. But Hunc is the reading of 
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the Basel Ms. (B) and (P) Paris 7886. As B is of saec, rx. and — i. | 
omnium codicum facile princeps P of IX. or X., it is clear that | 
Mico used a good codex. 

I regard this as a very signal proof how little the in- 
teresting poem of MANILIVS was read in the Early Middle Age. 
As regards popularity it was quite eclipsed by the tame Aratea 
of Cicero, and the spirited version of Germanicus Caesar. 

The loss of the poet’s name may have had something to do 
with this. 


Passing to Ovid, I find not a few citations from his works. 


A. A. eight citations (12, 130, 171, 206, 351, 365, 368, 399.) 


Amor. three __,, (77, 151, 261.) 

Heroid. one __,, (215.) 

Remed. one ___,, (366.) 

Fasti four 55 (117, 285, 350, 361.) 
Metamm. siz __,, (24, 98, 101, 133, 152, 186.) 


Tristia four __,, (15, 89, 166, 288.) 

Pont. one 55 (329.) 

Ibis, one possible reference in the word THEODOTVS (394), 
noted by Traube. 


None from the Halieut., de Medic. Faciei, Epic. Drusi, Nux. 

These statistics have their interest. Mico makes eight 
quotations from the A. A., only siz from the Metamm., only 
three from the Amores, Am I wrong in again believing that 
the fact of the Amores being habitually without title in the Ms, 
tradition of the middle ages, caused it to be less read? It may 
have been thought doubtfully Ovid’s. Every one knows that 
in lists of Ovid's works preserved in the Middle Age, this, the 
finest of his poems, is always called Ouidius sine titulo, This 
may help to show why the work of Manilius, which was equally 
sine titulo, was less asked for and less read. It was not that 
Astronomy and Astrology were uninteresting, but that the 
author of the best poem on the subject was an unknown 
personage. 

As regards the v. of the Ibis, which oddly enough is one of 
the most debatable lines of the poem, 465, 6 Victima uel 


| i i i aaah i 
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Phoebo sacras macteris ad aras, Quam tulit a saeuo Theudotus 
hoste necem, if this passage is really meant by Mico, as the 
singular juxtaposition of the two words Theodotus, Ouidius 
makes probable, the Ms. which Mico read cire. 850 A.D. must 
have been much earlier than any we possess, which do not go 
back beyond the latter half of cent. x11. It is interesting there- 
fore to find Theodotus with 0, not Theudotus with wu, at a date 
so comparatively early, 2.¢. scarcely after 800 A.D. All the 
mss. which I collated for my edition of the Jbis have also 
Theodotus; Thewdocus is found in Conrad de Mure: but the 
point I would insist upon is the faithfulness with which our 
XI, and XII. century MSS. reproduce originals of 200 or 3800 
years before. 


AVIANVS and ORIENTIVS. 


The fables of Avianus are cited 3 times, v. 5, xxIx. 15, 
XXxiIv. 15. 


v. 5 Exuuias asinus getuli forte leonis. AVIENVS. 
XxXIx. 15 Optulit et calido plenum cratera lieo. AVIENUS. 
xxiv. 15 Paruula tunc ridens sic est affata cicada. AVIENUS. 


Most Mss. give cicadam, rightly: my Brit. Mus. B agrees 
with Mico in cicada. 

In each case the poet is called Avienus, not Avianus. In 
my Prolegomena to the Fables I suggested that the author was 
really the Avienus who is one of the interlocutors in Macrobius’ 
Saturnalia: and this view is certainly confirmed by Mico. 


From the Commonitorium of the Christian poet ORIENTIVS 
are quoted 3 verses. 


1. 538 Claudendus parui corpore sarcofagi. PRVD. 

Marmore both mss. of Orientius. 

u1. 834 Austero properes plectere iudicio. ORATIUS. 

properes Mico, and so Commire, the Jesuit, emended the 
MS, reading proceres. 

1. 347 Praetereo clades Spartanas et troica bell(a) (no 
author assigned). 


Journal of Philology. VoL. XXII. 2 
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Praetereo Mico and A, Praeterea B: et troica Mico and A, a 
et om. B. The agreement of Mico with A in the unmetrical 
reading et troica is noticeable. 


The right name of the poet is not preserved in any of the 
three: the orATIVS however of the 2nd passage is a natural 
corruption of ORENTIVS. 


SERENVS SAMMONICVS. 


It is strange to find the medical poem of Serenus S. quoted 
in a Ixth century treatise no less than 10 times. According to 
Teuffel it was written by the younger Serenus, son of an older 
physician, in the first half of the 3rd cent. A.D. Lampridius, 
one of the writers of the Augustan History, states that it was 
one of the favorite books of the Emperor Alexander Severus 
in common with Cic. de Officiis, de Republica, and Horace. 
This may have given it a popularity which kept it alive. It is 
in 1107 hexameters. Some verses prefixed to it in the Zurich 
MS. of cent. IX. inform us that the poem was copied by order 
of Charlemagne, whose death year is 814, only a short time 
before Mico’s era. 

The following variants from the mss. of Serenus are observ- 
able in Mico’s citations. 


Ser. Sammon. 1101 Quod fuerit uero conchili sanguine tritum, 
tinctum MSs. 
617 Diptamnum bibitur cocleae manduntur 
edules. 
Diptamnum Bihrens’ inferior codd.: Dictamnum A, 
1088 Aut facilis lapati comulatior ulcera purgat. 
Bihrens’ MSs. give cumulatior: coma latior is the right 
reading. 
Mico seems nearer the truth therefore than most Mss. 
989 Nec non mandragorae gustus sapor additur 
altus. 
gustu sopor Mss. Ser. is speaking of insomnia, 
383 Vulturis atque iecur uel ius perdicis apertae. 
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Vulturisue B, -isque A: apricae MSs., but the best, A, adds 
uel discis (i.e. discissae). 
Here the reading is not so easy to determine. 


It is not to be forgotten that there are quotations from 
Serenus S. in the earlier collections of prosodial instances 
contained in the Vatican and Paris mss. collated by Keil and 
Chatelain, which Traube believes to have been the basis of 
Mico and to have been drawn up in Lombardy. 

The Pseudo-Vergilian poems are represented twice: the 
Moretum s.v. dilatat, and the Copa s.v. fiscinas. 

Moret. 48 Laeuat opus palmisque suum dilatat in orbem. 

Copa 17 Sunt et caseoli quos twncea fiscina siccat 
in which Mico agrees with the Bembinus, against the reading 
of some MSS. q. sirpea f. siccat. Vergil, of course, recurs repeat- 
edly, far oftener than Horace: not less frequently Juvenal and 
Martial, which two authors together supply the largest number 
of verses. Lucan and Horace are both pretty frequent : Statius 
very occasional, and never the Silvae. 

Persius as a name occurs several times, as it does also in 
the earlier Exempla collated by Chatelain. In these latter it 
is often written by mistake for Priscianus, whose Periegesis 
recurs in them again and again. Even in Mico Priscianus is 
tolerably frequent: but Mico obviously possessed a far larger 
stock of material to draw from. In him too the name Persius 
occurs sometimes where the line does not come from any of 
Persius’ satires. 

It is curious to find embedded in these poetic fragments 
scraps from prose writers. 

From: Sallust is quoted s.v. ENIMVERO Verum enimuero 
ws demum mihi uuere ac frui (Catil. 1. fin.), quoted from the 
grammar of Priscian. How familiar Mico was with Priscian is 
shown by the quotation from him s.v. ILIACAS. oportet scire 
quidem analogiae rationem, usum tamen auctorum magis aemu- 
lari, 1.e. sequi, sicut docet Priscianus. 

From Claudius Quadrigarius ap. Prise. 1. 484 Hertz is 


1 Hine repetita sacri gradiens per moenia templi SALL is unknown. 


2—2 
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quoted s.v. INTERITIS Pugna acriter commissa multis utrumque 
enteritis, 

Of Christian poets Prudentius is the most largely quoted. 
This is indicated by his name being frequently abridged to P, 
with which PRVD alternates. In many cases lines ascribed by 
Mico to other poets come from Prudentius. After Prudentius, 
Paulinus and Alcimus are the names most frequently appended 
to Christian verses, but each is often a wrong ascription. In 
all cases where Paulinus is rightly added, Paulinus of Nola is 
meant: twice only Paulinus of Perigueux (Mic. 383 and 111). 
After these Fortunatus, sometimes as F, then Sedulius and 
Prosper. The Genesis of Hilarius appears in Mic. 207. Arator, 
Sidonius, Iuvencus, Orientius, Eugenius of Toledo are only 
occasional. The hexameter poem of young Licentius, son of a 
friend of S. Augustin, and included in one of Augustin’s 
Epistles (XXVI), is quoted s.v. BORINI: 

Lic. 57 Nec fera tempestas zefirum fremitusque borini. 

s.v. ROMOLIDVM: 

71 Et nune Romolidum sedes et inania tecti. 

Bahrens’ Mss. of Augustin remz or retz. 

Bede, Paul the Deacon, Alcuin (341), each occur once. The 
poem on Sodom is ascribed wrongly to Alcimus Avitus; it is 
quoted once s.v. IBIDEM?. 

Carmen Phoenicis is cited Mic. 164 and ascribed to Fortu- 
natus. 


To these must be added the following medieval writers. 


1. Smaragdus Abbot of 8. Michael on the Meuse +826— 
830. A man of importance in the court of Charlemagne and 
Louis the Pious. He put into verse the Ars Donati de vii. 
partibus orationis (Diimml. 1. 605 sqq.). It is cited by Mico 
8.v. DECADAS: | 

126 Per decadas centum. per centum mille redundant, 


2. Theodulfus 760—821, seemingly a Spanish Goth, was 
received by Charlemagne and made bishop of Orleans. High 
in favour with C., and his successor. 


1 Restituunt tectis demens at uulgus ibidem (carm, de Sodom. 72). 
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His poem Bzbliotheca twice cited by Mico. 
79 Penituisse placet solatur tertia eosdem. 
129 Erudit externos propriis sic actibus actus. 


3. Paul the Deacon, 720 to about 800, cited by Mic. 224. 
Cur proconde times stillam prebere *lechito ? 


4. Walafrid Strabo 808, 9—849. Abbot of Reichenau. 
Mic. 248 Sic edocta suo seruit Macedonia Paulo. 


[I have not added anything to this article, from want of 
health. But the work of Mico, as a whole, now accessible to all 
scholars in Traube’s erudite edition (vol. 3 of Diimmler’s Poetae 
Latint aeurt Carolinr), I commend to the notice of all Latin 
scholars, only adding, what some may not know, that among 
the rising generation of students of the Middle Age, no one 
holds a more prominent position than Traube.] 


ROBINSON ELLIS. 


1 =lecytho=uasi olei ad luminanda (Du Cange). 





EURIPIDES. 
TWO SUGGESTIONS ON THE IPHIGENIA IN AULIS. 


370 sqq. “EAXdbos pardiot’ Eywye Tis TadaimTedpou oréva, 
) OéXovea Spav t1 Kedvdv, BapBdpous tods oddévas 
Katayeravtas eEavnces Sid oe Kal THY oHY KOpHY. 

373 un dev av xelous Exate mpoatdarny Oeiwnv xOovds, 
und Orrrwv dpxyovta’ vodv xpH Tov oTpaTnArAaTHY EXEL. 


‘pndev av xelovs corr. by an early hand to undév’ av ypéous 
P, wndév’ av xpéous (the ¢ in an erasure) L.’ E. B. England, in 
his new edition of this play. 


England adopts in 373 the conj. of Reiske, yévous for yetous 
or ypéous of PL, and ody from Monk for dv. The latter must, I 
think, be right; but it is hardly probable that yévous could 
have been corrupted into yeious or xpéovs. Among the con- 
jectures which I have seen I do not find yaous; yet it seems a 
very possible explanation of yelous. The adjective yaios is 
found as a trisyllable in Ar. Lysist. 90 yaia val ro oid, Kopw- 
dia & ad. AT. yaia vy tov Alia Andry ’otw odca tavtaryl 
tavtevOevi: 1157 ovmw yuvaun’ drwra yaiwtépav. In both 
places the schol. explain it as =‘ good’, The-MSS. of Theocri- 
tus, VII. 4—6, dvo0 réxva Avxwrréos, el Ti ep eo OXOv, Xa@v Tov 
éravwbev, amd KXutias re kal aitd XadKkwvos, give yaar, 
though Briggs proposed and Meineke (after Ahrens de dial. dor. 
p. 76) accepted adv. The scholia however interpreted yaar, 
explaining elite dya0ov dvtes ard ayabav rou evyevov, and 
again evyevov TAovaiwv trapa Aaxedaipoviois. And so Hesych. 
yaa (so the codex) aya, and yaids dyads. The same word 
is found as a compound in the Aeschylean Ba@vyaios, Suppl. 
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858, where the schol. explains 1) peyddws evryevys* dor (? yaol) 
yap ot evryevels. 

This Doric adj. yaios seems specially connected with good 
birth; lineage, we may suppose, descending from high antiquity. 
It must have been formed from a noun yaos. 

We may conjecture either that the original sense of that 
word connoted the idea of primal or primeval, possibly the 
hollow of earth regarded as the source of autochthonous inhabit- 
ants; or at least that Chaos was regarded as the ultimate or 
primal source of things, mpwticta yaos yéver’ Hes. Theog. 116, 
and that hence chaic was applied to something immemorially 
antique, or possessing the first freshness of time. In this refer- 
ence cf. Verg. G. Iv. 347, Aque Chao densos diwom numerabat 
amores, Ov. Ib. 83, 4, Denique ab antiquo diwi ueteresque nout- 
que In nostrum cuncti tempus adeste chao. As here Chaos is 
called antiquum, so xaos apyatov in the hymn to Artemis in the 
papyrus magica, edited by Dietrich, p. 775, and in the Orphic 
Argonautica 12 and 423 (cited by Dietrich). 


865 06 Adyos eis péAAOVT’ av Wan xXpovoY, Eyer 8 SyKov TWA. 


The corrupt av éon of both P and L is perhaps to be cor- 
rected into dvwa67. ‘Let your story be put off till a future 
time: it 1s tiresome’ or ‘troublesome’. Soph. O. C. 1162 Bpa- 
XUV TW’ alte? wdOov odK dyKov TAgwV. 1341 Bpayel Edv dyKo 


Kal Xpove. 
ROBINSON ELLIS. 





A SUGGESTION ON PROP. II. 34. 29, 30. 


Aut quid crethei ) tibi prosunt carmina lecta ? 
erechti 
Nil iuuat in magno uester amore senex. 


crethei Bahrens’ DF'V erechti N. 


The person whom Propertius addresses in this elegy is a 
friend whom he calls Lynceus. Consequently wester would seem 
to point to some poet specially connected with the family of 
Lynceus. Is such a poet discoverable ? 

There was a literary man of the name of Lynceus in the 
period of Theophrastus and Menander. He was the pupil of 
Theophrastus, and wrote on Menander. Athenaeus quotes him 
several times as Lynceus of Samos, and states that he was 
a brother of the historian Duris. His date would thus be the 
end of the 4th and beginning of the 3rd century B.C. 

This Lynceus was much in the intimacy of the poets of his 
time, and was himself the author of a comedy called the Cen- 
taur, of which Athenaeus cites a considerable fragment, 131 f. 
Besides his work on Menander, of which Athenaeus quotes the 
second book (€v devtép@ wept Mevavdpou, 242 b), he wrote an 
Kpistle to the comic writer Poseidippus (év 7 wpos Tov K@pixov 
lloceiéurmov émvorony, 652 d). 

The scholia on Theocr, Iv. 31 «ju péev ta TRavKas wyKpovo- 
pat, ed Sé Ta Ilvppw, say 6 dé Ildppos "Epu@paios 4 Aéo Bros, 
HEAVY TroinTyHs: again, o’tos 6 Lvppos trowrhs Av ‘EpvOpaios, 
ws dnot Avyxeds, to which some MSS. add éyévero 5é xatomw 
Piro€évov Tod Si0vpayBorroiod. From these it appears that Lyn- 
ceus (no doubt the same, as nothing is added to differentiate 
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him,) had written on the poet Pyrrhus, mentioned by Theocritus, 
and that this poet was from Hrythrae. 

Pyrrhus of Erythrae is identified by Meineke, Anal. Alexan- 
drin. p. 245, with Pyres the Milesian, whom Athenaeus, 620 e, 
mentions with Alexander Aetolus and others as a writer of 
‘lwvixd dopata: for Suidas s. v. Swradns in a passage speaking 
of the same fwvexol Adyou similarly combines (not Pyres, but) 
Pyrrhus with Alexander Aetolus, and calls him Pyrrhus the 
Milesian. 

This Pyrrhus I contend to have been the poet alluded to by 
Propertius. He was a friend of the Samian Lynceus, who had 
written about him, and had called him an Hrythraean. Proper- 
tius’ friend Lynceus was descended from the Samian Lynceus, 
and kept up the literary traditions of his family by reading and 
quoting the poems of this Erythraean Pyrrhus. He had, it 
would seem, introduced him to the notice of Propertius as a 
poet whom his ancestor Lynceus had written about; hence Pro- 
pertius calls him Hrythraeus and wester senex, the veteran poet 
patronized by Lynceus and his ancestor the Samian before him. 
For crethet or erechti then I propose to write Erythraet. 

It would follow that Pyrrhus, probably in a lyrical poem of 
some kind, had written on amatory subjects; and, from Proper- 
tius’ words nil iwuat in magno amore, in a light vein little 
calculated to soothe the pangs of Propertius’ friend. 


ROBINSON ELLIS. 
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THESE notes as is well known are written in Bentley’s copy 
of Stephanus’ Poetae Graeci, 1566. They consist of restorations 
of the digamma and other conjectures, references to Eustathius, 
Hesychius etc., with many corrections of Hesychius, and read- 
ings from five Mss. His account of the last is as follows: 
“Collatus cum codice Collegii Benedicti Cantab. C vel sine 
litera. 

L codex Harley Londini. 

L, codex alter Harley. 

L, codex tertius Harley. 

M codex 4* Harley cum oyon.” 

“C vel sine litera” means that his quotations from this Ms 
are marked with C or that any quotations with no letter 
attached are to be understood to be from C. Sometimes a 
reading is given with no letter attached at first and L or M or 
whatever it may be written over it afterwards; thus at a 360 
we have “oixovd éBe” with “L” added later; this means 
“oixovd éBeBynxec CL.” I mention this as I could not under- 
stand his system at first myself, and the hint may possibly be 
useful to others. He also refers to “H” frequently ; what this 
means I do not know, but it is not all the Harleian Mss together 
as one would naturally suppose. 

It does not appear worth while to print all these readings, 
and I have therefore generally omitted them, as also trifling 
corrections of the text of Stephanus taken from them where 
Stephanus is palpably wrong. Such things throw no light on 
Bentley’s own work. 

The quotations from Eustathius etc. are worth printing on 
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the other hand, more particularly as containing corrections of 
- other authors besides Homer for which other scholars have at 
present sole credit. Moreover many of his quotations from 
other authors in support of a reading are not to be found in 
La Roche’s Testimonia Veterum or Ludwich’s Apparatus Criticus. 

For the first book, but for the first alone, I have given all 
the insertions of the digamma; afterwards only any that strike 
me as for any reason interesting. Everything quoted from 
Bentley is put in inverted commas. The accents are so remark- 
able that I thought it best to spare the feelings of a more 
accurate and precise generation and have generally corrected 
them. 

As a rule the longer notes are written by Bentley at the top 
of the page, though sometimes also at the bottom, short eorrec- 
tions in the margin, the readings of the Mss at the bottom. I 
am induced by several reasons to reduce my own observations 
on them to a minimum. 


-ARTHUR PLATT. 


a. 


3. “Heliodorus p. 47 TloAAdy te avOpe@rav 7On Te Kat 
vous eis Teipav Kove”. Not in La Roche or Ludwich. 

3. “Fide FacTea” 

4, “rov” 

4. “ayo. ddyea. évtav0a otixtéov. Aristoph. cyor. p. 74 
ad Nubes; xpotandov, trauradn, d0ev Tov otixov THs 'Odvaceias 
oUtws a&vodot ypddeww Tuvés, "Avdpa pou évverre Modoa trodv- 
KpoTov ” 

Sc Rhy 

6. céwevos. “ Fre” 

7. “Hes. oferépnor” 

10. Bracketed. “Hesyc. dyodev etc.” and in margin 
“ éyverre y’ Il. B. 238” but this is crossed out again. “ayddev 
nusquam alibi”, 

12. olxow. “Fou” 

de 039 


16. é2ros. “Fé 
17. “roe rot” i.e. rou and fotkovbe 
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18, “dedov” for déPr@v. “vide Od. 4, 455” (meduypévov : 7 | 


elvat dreOpov) 

19. olov. “For” 

S1.:. “phy” 

23. <Ai@ioras. “mes 51”. 51 is quoted for change to 
nominative: vyow év audipvTy...vncos Sevdpyjecoa. At foot of 
page: “23 Ac@lovas ro. Legendum A/@io7res: si vera lectio 
Il. Z, 396 "Hetiwv” 

24. “Aristarchus of wev—oi & Crates vero*H pév,—i & 
Strabo pag. 30. sed 103 “H pév amepyouévov vel of peéev 


aTrEpX.” 
29. “vodv avornpovos” for Oupov autpovos AiyiaGouo. 
31. rea. “Fe” 


34. “Eust. of axpiBéorepor tdv mwadaiov, “Taéppopov” 
(for d7rép uopor). 

37. “Fe” ie. redas. “mpoerer” i.e. mpocretmroper, for mpd 
ol el7ropev. 

41. “xal éjs” for te Kal Hs. 

46. “fe” i.e. peouxoTe. 

51. “pro departa, leg. rétvia” the last two words crossed 
out again, “Vide évvaiovar, évvaies”(?) For wétua he also 
refers to » 246, where Calypso is called éiadoxapos Serv) Geos. 
His objection here is to the construction of évvaiew, but is 
somewhat frivolous, as the order of the words is ed 8€ vaies 
Smpata év (aitn). However he returns to the charge in a 
later note: “ust. Not. év déuata vaier sed lego bea 8 év 
motvia valet. “Evvaier absolute ut évvaiovor Il. I, 154, 296. 
Sic Od. ¢. 215. eam compellans wétva Oed. non dopata 
évaev, sed orréos Ibidem”. This Jast reason is clearly an after- 
thought. 

52. “orop” i.e. oXoFoppovos. 

53. older. “ot” 

58. (éuevos. “rue” 

59. “Fis” 

60. “leg. dAdure’. % od vw 7 B. 60 et 312”. B= Od. ii. 
He also refers to a 298; all three are to illustrate a question 
introduced by 7 ov. 

61. “fe” Le. frepa, but crossed out again. 


it ie ot Dee 
a ' 7 Jv 
r at 


‘ 
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62:7 per 

64. os. “Fé” 

67. Bracketed. 

70. “fo ’Avtideos Tlorvdnpos. et an ne péey” (je péytoTor, 
but #¢ is nowhere found for ev). 

71. “leg. rao’ év Ku” (krdzecow). Stephanus has raou 
Kuxrotrecow ; in margin Bentley corrects to maou. 

‘Gs Meas 2 2 

79. “ape” Le. apéxnte. 

83. vootioar “-noew”. dvde. “Fov” 

85. oTptvowev. “ -vewev” 

86. elan. ‘‘Free” 

Bo.“ pou" 

89. * ron” 

91. prnorynpecow atemépev. “-oo amore.” Also “ Fou” 

92. @duxas. “Fe” 

93. “Eust. tuvés ypddovow, és Kpytnyv re et ad vy Od. 
p. 180 Znvodore ascribit ” 

105. eidouévn, “Fee” 


? 


110. ap’ oivov. “ Fotvov”, dp’ being omitted. 


112. s«potidevto, idé. “-7', nde” 
113. ite. “Fi”. Oeoedys. “orer” 
117. olow dvdooo. “Fotos Fa” 
118. elcid. “dor” 


49? 


122. grea. “ré 

125. eirov. “pee” 

184. adnoeev. “Fa” 

135. adzrovyouévoio époito. “Fé” i.e. Fépovro, crossed out 
again, and then “-ou épéotto”. 

138. “Hes. Eeornv—apa &é £.e.7.” ie. Hesychius quotes 
mapa € K.T.r. 8.V. Eectnv. 

141. Bracketed. “’A@ere? Athenacus lib. 5. Vide hic 7, 
176. Vide Eust. Od. p. 35”. Athen. v. 20 p. 193, Eust. 1401, 


21. (La Roche.) 
143. oivoyoevmv. “ Fou’ 
154. “Herod. vita Hom. Pyyio ds 8) woddov éxaivuto 
TavTas aeldwv ” 


? 


158, «Kev elm. “Ke rer 389” 
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159. “Hesye. dvaSarrer’ et AveB.” 

163. @Solato. “Fd” 

165. éoc@ATos. “Fe” 

167. @adrwpy. “fer” and “Eustath. Not. ypaperar kat 
eXTrwpy ” 

169. etme. “pet” 

174, eid0. “Fer” 

175. peOéreis. “pw epéres” 

176. icav. “Fi”, crossed out again. 

178. mpocéere. “ere” 

181. idnpétpoiow avaccw. “ot ra” 

183. oivotra. “Foi” ém. “és” for which he quotes 
“M ‘és’ ddXo”, and which apparently he prefers. 

184. “Strabo 285 reuéonr, alij Tayacov. Et Steph. Byz. 
Tapdceos—tivés ypahovow és Tapéonv peta x. amiddvas. 
nam Tamese Italiae urbs. Idem in Tepéon” 

186. td Nnig. “Eust. twes op &v” and “Eust. Not. 
TLves, UO VNpitT@ Ur. Licet vypuTov eivooipudAXov” 

190. macyer (sic Steph.) After correcting to “oyew” 
Bentley suggests “écoew”. 

191; “For” 

192. AdBnor. “ow”, next line beginning with a vowel. 

193. oivomédoro. “Fou” 

199. déxovra. “are” 

202. cides. “Fer” 

203. ov te étt. “tot” for re from his MSS. 

206. eimé. “rer” 

“re” i.e. FeouKas. 

210. “Hesyc. avaBnpevar post avayayy”-avevovow. 

212. "Odvoja éyov. “of dp” ie. "Odva7 ap’ éyor or 
eyo. tdov. “FL” 

216. ov« ofS’. “ov fois” 

220. “Eust. Te No” (ie. in text and notes) yp. ov ye 
Steph. marg. . 

221. mpocéeure. “ ere’ 

224. elme. “rer” 

225. is 8 Suiros. Bentley suggests tis 5é “y’” or “A” 
in margin; at top of page: “fo. ris 8), vel tis 8 Sutros. tis 


208. éovxas. 


’ 
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dé. Tis 8 dp du. sed Athen. lib. 9 ut edit.” Athenaeus 
vill, 362 (La Roche). Bentley appears to have thought that 
the first syllable of ducX0s might possibly be lengthened. 

232. oixos. “For” 

234, éBadrovto. “Hes. "E8oXorro etc.” which reading he 
adopts in margin. “EKust. Tex Not é8adovto” 

235. dwotov. “age” 

237. ols. “fois” 

239. of. i“ For” 

240. o. “Fe” 

242. diotos. “age 

248. olxov. “Fol” 


251. olxov. “rot” 
258. olxw. “Foe 
2615.) ros” 

262. “ro.” 


? 


263. veweoifero. “tary. 435”. In both passages he cor- 
rects to avoid hiatus; y 435, e¢pyafero. 7A0e S ’AOnvn. 

264. “Fou” 

269. olow. “Fou” 

270. Kev pvnothpas. Bentley crosses out v of Kev, on 
authority of C. 

275, 276. pnrépa &...ay ito. “vel Myrnp ita, vel 
Mnrépa iver. Aristoph. cyor. Nub. p. 114 Mytépa & ef roe 
Oupos émotpvver yapéecOar. avti Tov pntnp”. “Mnrépa. 
Didym. olim pnrép pro pytip ante Simon. inde error”. In 
the margin Bentley puts “tuev” for itw. Also “fo” for ot. 
Schol. Nubes 1115. 

278. éoue. “Fé” 

282. elmnow “Fer” dccav. “Fo” crossed out again. 

285. “Eustath. ut v. 93 @ legere ait Zyvddorov Iléuypo & 
és Kpytnv te; sic hic ad y Od. v. 130 Zenodotus, ait, ypader, 
Keidev 5 Kpnrnv S¢ rap’ “ldouevqa ravaxta”. For v. 130 
read p. 130. 

291. “roc” 

292. Gouxe. “rou” réorxe ? He must have meant to write Fé. 

293. te xat ép&ns. Bentley first writes in margin “dele re” 
(i.e. read kat répEns, deleto re), then crosses this out and writes 
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over it “dé re”, apparently for idé répEns, as at top of page he = 
has: “fo, 7’ dé répEns”. _ 


295. 
296. 
298. 
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Kev pevnoTnpas, as on 270. 
ovdé Tt. “8 Ere” 
“Proclus in Polit. Plat. p. 364, Ody opaas olor, ete.” 


Not in La Roche or Ludwich. 


300. 
302. 
308. 
317. 
319. 
320. 
321. 
322, 
323, 
324. 
330. 
335, 
337. 
338, 
340. 
346. 
347. 
349. 
351. 


és of. “6 Fou” 
ely. “Feu” 
Mea 
F@ 
olkovoe. “ Fou” 
5 ee « 
eimoug. “Fel 
8 as. “das” 
“ Fe ”? 


dpeciv you. “ou Fn” 
dicato. “oo” from one of his MSS (diccaro). 


“ ) 


iaoQeos. “ Fe 


a 


“ Foo 
«“ ” 


ot.. “got” éxdtepOe. “Fe 


an 


oldas. “Fol 

py’. “Fe” 
s “ ” 

oivov. “ Fou 

dp av P0ovées corrected to dpa POovéers from MSS. 

“c Fol 99 

eOérnow Exact. “ou fe” 

“Plato de Repub. 4. tiv yap a. pw. étippovéova’ 


av. “Uris axovovtecot axon Pind. Olym. 9 ut editio” (ry 
yap dowdy waddov érixrelova’ avOpwrrot). 

356—9. Bracketed. “Il & 490. Od. ¢. 350” where the 
lines occur again. | 


356. 
358, 
359. 
360. 
363. 
364. 
371. 
373. 
375. 


olxov and épya are both marked but no note. 


4 “ ” 
Epyov. “ Fe 

” ce ”? 
olx@. “Foe 
olxovoe. “Fou” 
“ ” 

Fou 
novv. “Fn” 


évadiykuos. “ov” to agree with dovdod. 


> 4 “ ” 
ATTOELTT®. OFEL 
“ ”? 


oikous. “ Fot 
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379. épya. “re” “Hesyc. Ado. cum ¢. Hes. tradivtita” 
380. v7jrrowor “ves” (vntrowves). 

382. “Hes. 0 dapaaréas, etc.” 

389. elarep wor. “158 ef eat” and “ Kust. Not. e¢ cat pou’ 
S02)!" gos” 

397. olxoto avak. “Fol ra” 
398. Anlcatro “oc” from MSS. 

402. Sapacw oiow avaccows. “ot Fot ot cotor” altern- 


? 


ative corrections for dapacw olow. “ov fa”-vaccoss. 

403. baTis adéxovta. “oa” is supplied from Mss after does. 
“arex” . 

404. amoppaice. “fo amoppaicer ” 

405. £elvowo épecOar. “re” crossed out again, and then 
“you épée” 

407. “rou” 

408. rou “2,30 Tw”. Tos is supported by one of his MSs; 
the others have tw’. 

409. éov. “re” crossed out again. 

411. édxe. “re” crossed out again. 

414, “adryyerins ére mevOouar Od. B 255” and “ Eust. esse 
potest ayyerins, cas. gen.” 

415. nv twa. “Hv twa” from MSS. 

418. Mévrns “Ayysadoto. “8” is supplied after Mévrns 
from MSS. 

419. irnpétporow avacces. “ot Fa’ 


4» 


422. éomepov. “Fé 


? 


cf 5? 


423. €omepos. “Fé péras. “Aeolice perars: vide 
& 303.” (o 306) 

424, oixovde. “Foe” 

425. “rou” 

428. Kédv eidvia. “va fio” 

432 ‘loa. “rt” 

434. “gor” “re” 

443. “Hesyc. oids adr, etc.” 

444. dpecty jow. “ov Fn” 


49) 


4 “cc 
EKaAOTOS. Fe 
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B. 


1. & npuyévera. “den” 

22. “oayor. duyds Aplotapyos, S00 § adda, dv0 & aiév” 

33. “Hesyc. dvnuwovos” i.e. Hesychius to be corrected to 
OvnMEVOS. 

40. 8 eloea. “rec” (ie. read Taya reloeas for taya & 
ele). 

41. adv iyepa. “Naods” referring to 13 and 252 for the 
plural. 

44, ov ayopevo. “7d” from L. 

46. ama@deca, 65 ToT év bwiv. “eoo” (amedrEeoo ) 

48. “Hes. oixos, ra év TH oixla, Nov & ad, etc.” 

50. pntépe wor. In margin “Mnrpi wen”, under this 
“Mnrépe wéev”, at top of page “ut wnrpi of Od. 7. 469. v. 334” 

52. ev és oixov. “apos rou Il. ¢. 907” 

54. of “6 rou”, at foot “C Kal ds of” 

56. dus. “dgus” 

57. mivovot te. “oiv Tt’ 

58. “L xataiverac (Hesych. tav) p 537”. (Hesych. card. 
not xataiv.) 

70. xaip otov. “pn pw”, but at top of page “ pro jz) olov”, 
meaning that on second thoughts he takes cal mw’ oloy as = cal 
p42) otov. 

91. p édrme. “Fer” 

100. 6r07. “oF” 

103. adre memeiOero (sic Steph.) “ adr’ een.” 

111. droxpivovras, iv eidis. “0 va re” 


? 


114. «at avdaver. “6 fav” i.e. kal 6 ravddavet. 

120. ’Arkpnvn re éimddoxapds (sic Steph.) re Muxynvy. In 
margin “vn 7 niotépavds Te”, at top of page “ évarépavos sic 
et Pausanias in Corinth. et Nicandri oyor.” At foot “CLL,, ,. 
evotéghavos Te”. 

126. sroO7v. “0” So Apollonius, i.e. Aristarchus accord- 
ing to Lehrs. Bentley’s reading seems to be a conjecture. 

133. adtos éxdv. “5, 649 éyor IL. y, 66”. Above this “», 
217, 6, 391, § 126,218”. Read », 237; these last four refer- 
ences are to the Odyssey. At foot of page “M éxav yp. éyar.” . 


* 
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144, “Hesye. Adou, cum v” 

152. 8 tdérnv. “dre” “ Hesyc.”"Occovto & déreOpov” 
154. 7 oikia. “Fou” 

167. “ Hesy. eddedeXor etc. corr.” 

193. doxadrAns. “fo. doyarans. quaere” 

195. pntépa jv. “ép’ env, -tépa rn” 

203. ovdéror ica. “ove étt fica, ovdéroT aica” 


99 


211. tay icacr. “fi”? “M ra icact” 


212. xKaleixoo’. “ée”, not érei. 

216. dccav. “Fo” crossed out again. 

222. “ésruxtépea Hesych.” 

223. gore: “ré a. 292” 

230. adyavos kal Hrrvos oTw. “ds TE” i.e. ayavos TE Kal. 

232. alcvra. “ano” i.e. anovna. 

236. épdev. “Fe” crossed out again. 

245. paynoacba “yero” 

247. Sapa édv. “Fe” (redv) crossed out; then “dépual™ éa 
258, 259”, and at top of page again: “fo. cata dopual’ éa” 

263. nepoerdéa. “ ore” 

269. govicad érea. “oa Férrea” 

300. “Etym. M. caxds ypadetar & evovtas. recte Ovovtas” 

311. “lego déxovr edidpaiverOai te Féxndov” In margin 
first “dgé”, then “dxéovta”. At foot “311 M. axéovta. yp. 
aéxovta ‘Piavos” 

312. % ovx Gadus. “ov Fa”. TO mapoler. “Td Tpocbev 
Porph. xu.” Porph. qu. Il. 284, 9 (Ludwich). 

320. “ov Porphyr. p. xt”. The other reading is rep. 

327. ep tera. “rye FieTas” 

331. adT elmecke. “av Fei” 

332.. 6° 010. “rot” 

366. “Hesych. adddroyvwrar, Eeivwy, pro Tor vor”, 1.€. 
Hesychius to be corrected to a\XAoyvaT@, Ecivo. 

379. evra of oivov. “ érevO 7 For” 

389. elpuoe. “édxeTo. vijas ddad Edxewev passim”. 

394. 8 twevar. “FL” 


417. &€ero adyyt 8 dp adris. “-ovt’” “yap” and at top 


1 ? from Mss. 


3—2 
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of page “an xkdyye map’”, ie. read efovr’* dryye yap or lero" 
KayXt Tap. 

426. NevKa diotpérroior. “xK’ niotp” (NevK’ HvoTPp.) 

428, peyar’ laye. “ya fu” Le. wéya Flaye. 

434, “Hesyc. Hos, To \uKddas, wavvvyin ete.” 


ry. 

7. 8 év éxaotn. “Sé re” 

10. Katayovto id. “7,8” (Katayovt ne’). 

20. In margin “328”, to defend Weddos against wevdea. 

27. ov yap diw. “ fo. } yap diw” 

40. €v 8 olvoy. “Sfoivov, kal foivov”. At top of page 
“al Foivov” 

46. “leg. démrav pedipndéa fotvor. vel wedrindei roivw Larei- 
oa” but in margin “x, 316 pédavos foivoio”. If this last is 
right it must mean that « 316 is quoted for dézau, the dative, 
and that ~éravos roivovo is an alternative correction for pedu)- 
deos olvov, keeping dézras. 

51. 1)8€0¢ oivov. “ adixdmedXov 63” 

60. mpnéavta. “Te” 

64. padto. “npnoat’’ 

77. arovyopévoto Eporto. “Fe” crossed out again. Then 
“ov épéorto” 

. 81. ‘Trrovniov. “a 186” and “Etym. M. Noyirns. td 


”? 


? 


vniov 
127. “Hes, ’EBaivouer, édéyouer pro EBafopuev” 


fp. 59 


143. énvdave. “ érav 
151. “Hes. déoocapyev. male” 
164, Hpa. “FH” 


99) 


175. rayiota bréx. “tayicr dp” to avoid hiatus, 

179. “Tl. a, 464 ete.” 

185. “Hesye. "Ecawdev et "EowdOnv. corr.” (corrigendum 
éoumOnv). 

198. 65 01. “6 Fou” 
206. “Hes. “T2répBacis” 


208. ov por. “fo. otto.” 


216. 8 ol8. “Spor” 
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217. Gye. “at ye” 

232—238. Bracketed. 

233. idécOar. “ ixécOat, ut 0, 236 emt yipas txeTo. p, 497 
evOpovov 7@ txotto”. Read 0, 226. 

244—-246. Bracketed. 

260. “Apryeos preferred to aoTeos. 

264. Oédryeon’ érréecow. “oKe Ferrero.’ 

266. “Hust. alij xéxpnt’. i.e. cuvexéxpato, avepéuixto” 

271,272. “Strabo pag. 16 «cadre, tHv S éOéXovcar etc.” 

290. toa dpecow. “fio opéeoow ut Beréeoow ” 

290. “Eust. tpoddevta, ali] tpopéovtra. Didym. tpodéovro. 
Hesych. tpopoevta” 

293. “dAicon. Kparns ov te v ypader Brioony, ut 
The quotation is from Eustathius, q. v. 


”? 


) 


| PL 


owAnv 

293. aimeta te. “aimewn T 

295. sori. “rept”. yp. wept ed. Steph. in marg. 

296. “Hust. ypaderar cai Mareiov dé ALOos. Citat Suidam. 
vide....Madeos. Didym. Maréov dé AlOos” I cannot read the 
word after wde. 

305. 8 #vacce. “8 Fn” corrected afterwards to “& érav 

308. 6s ol. “6 Fou” 

816. “Hes. rnvoinv. Xv 6é etc.” i.e. Hesychius quotes the 
words s. Vv. Tnvainv. 

319. ov« édrrotTto. “ov Fer” 

320. “Hesych. ’“Avrocdj\wow ” 

322. avroetes. In margin “ofetevs”, at top of page “leg. 
avToétets ” 

347. “Hes. as” 

364. opmnrcKty (sic Steph.) “en” 

367. “Strabo 342 Pro od te véov ye OS alij legunt "HAde 
din OvK” 

372. mdvras idovtas. “ta. ta” (mdvta Fidovta) “vel 
opevtas 27,6” (Hymn 27, 6, now 28, 6). 

380. “Hesyc. ’"AAN dvak, é€oduov Tod KiOap@dod ro Kaba- 
mddov Kat To Nov. lege AANA Favaco’ (ex hoc loco), Kal TO Kai 
@ amadov (yeXadoar) kai TO Nov O€ Geol. vide Hesyc. Nov, non 
est Homeri” Név &€ Geol is quoted by Hesychius as é&0dcov 
tpaywder, not of Homer. But how does Bentley mean his 


2? 
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wonderfully ingenious xai 6° dmraddv yeraca (E 465) to be got 
in as an é&ddvop ? 

387. yauB8potow éd. “rea” 

388. ddpual ikovro ayaxduta. In margin “ ixolat’ ikavov” 
at top of page “fo. fxotar’ Il. & 544. fo. wepuxruta”’ 

419. “M. itacKoped’. lego iNacwpe?” 

427. donrrées, elrate. “Deis rer” 

432. “Hesyc. revyea—7rOe Sé x.” (yadxevs). 

435. eipyafero. “rep—rtar” Cp. n. on a 263. 

436. “Athen. 9 lib. advtncovca. sed avtidwy éExaTouSns” 
Athenaeus vill. 363 (Ludwich). 

444. “Hesye.”Apviov et Aduria” 

449, qédexvs. “an Kus?” 

480. owa te ola éovcr. “fo. dav O of av &wor. vel 
Opa T oot ExOovar. vel da T ool av éwor” 

436. “M. Oetov yp. cetov et Strabo 367. H. ’Apiotod. 
Oetov avtt Tod érpeyov. Hes. Letov Curyov” 

489. “vide Strabonem p. 367 et Pausaniam initio Messen.” 

494. “Dele v. 494 et insere v. ex MSS”. But it is 493 that 
is absent from the Mss, as Bentley himself notes from his own 
CLM. “494 delet H” however. I cannot guess what is meant 
by wsere v. ex MSS. 


5. 


1. “«ntodecoar, Zenodotus et alij Kavetdeooay Eustath. et 
Strabo. Hesych. utrumque” 

4. apdtpovos @ “-ova r®” and “ audpovos Athen. p. 185” 

15. émrewdy. 9“ Ear” , 

15—20. Bracketed. d@erodvras hi quinque, inserta ab 
Aristarcho ex Iliad. & 604, Athen. lib. 4. qui v. 19 legit é&dap- 
xovtos” Athenaeus Vv 180, 181 (Ludwich). 

82. “ros” 

38. “yp. émiomécOar, Apoll. cxor. 1, 893 ut Il. v 495 
émiamopevov éot av’t@” (Apoll. Rhod.) 

43. “Athen, lib. 4. Adrol & eiofdAOov” Athenaeus v 179 
(Ludwich). 

57,58. Bracketed. 

60 “alrov 8 drtecGov, Ath. lib. 5” Vv 188 (La Roche). 
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61. Setmrvov. “an Sopmov. vy 497, 6 213. 194” vy 497 is 
quoted to shew the time of day. 

72. kat dopata. “Kata 46” 

74. “Sic Lucianus Ilept caddgovs. Athen. lib. 5 Seleucus 
legit, Znvos mov tovadra Somos év Ktnpata Ketrar. Illud ab 
Aristarcho. Idem ex illo Eustath.” 

84. “Strabo p. 41. Zeno Stoicus legebat o.d—dapaBas Te. 
et p. 299 et 784. Et Eust. Etym. M. Crates legit épeyvods hoc 
est Indos. Et Eustath. "Apiotapyos épeuvovs” 

87. ovte dva&. “ov Te 163” 

89. “Hesyc. Ndcat, rpoBareiv, émnétavoy yada vaca, 7 
peiv. vide Naver” Naver, pées BAVEer. Hesych. 

90. ws éyd. “€ws wor mov dp” i.e. insert either wor 
or mov or ap’. 

116. “yewpeow audotépyor” 

120. &ws 6. “6 ye” 

121. ‘“Enévn. “rer” 

122. eixvia. “rer” 

126. Sapyap. “aps” (Sapmaps, os x.7.2.) 

128. dane. “ea” 

130. atv@‘EnXévyn. “ad re” 

131. ypuvonv. “oénv” 


” 


137. “1% ye Férecot 

148. éioKxes. “Fel” 

159. 70 wp@rov érecBodias. “Ta wpeta Fer. Il. B. 275” 
Then he crosses this out and corrects éreaBorlas to émicto- 
pias. “Eust. Znvddotos émictopias, bs pacw of cxo\acTat” 

160. “Fas” 

183. id’ tuepov. “Arist. Rhet. 1, 43. éf’ quepov” (Rhet. 
I. xi. 12, but modern editors read i¢’ in Aristotle also.) 

208. yewouévm. “vap”,i.e. yewapévo. “ Hust. ad locum 
et 7 p. 281 tives yecvouév@ hic yevvevte” (n 198) 

215. “Hes. Tyreuaxye Kai etc.” 

220. eis oivov. “és fot” | 

221. “Hesyc. "“Ayorov etc—éridnOov. Dio Chrys. Or. 
x11 éridnOes. Et Clemens Alleg. Protrep. Plut. vita Hom.” 
These passages are not referred to by La Roche or Ludwich, 


except that from Plutarch. 
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«cs ”? 


226. Snidower. “dro | 

229. “Theoph. 9, 15, ToOe wreiora pvev et 231 rervy- 
péva” Read 230. 

231. “leg. Intpol 729” and in margin “ o.—ou” (intpol dé 
FéxacTos émictapevot for intpos d« ExaoTos érieTapevos). 

247. “éréioxe” 

248. “vide Hesych. ds ovdév” and “ Hes. ds odd’ év totos 
énv” i.e. corr. Hesych. to ovdér. 

258. “Hesyce. cata 5é€ dpdvw etc. et dpovw” ie. Hes. 
quotes this line under both «ara 8€ ¢. and dpoviv. 

277. «otrov. “ Hesye.” 

287. “Hesye. “Emipdortaxa ete.” to be corrected to ézi 
paotaka. 

319. “Hes. mretos—Avdpdv duo. wm.” for ducpevéwy 
8 avdpev mretos. Not in La Roche or Ludwich. 

322, “9 92” 

338. émeta env. “T ap” ie. érevt ap én. 

343. “Hes. giropndiadns” Not in La Roche or Lud- 
wich. : 

348, mape& eltrouw. “ex Fe” 

352. émel ov¥=. “6 7” (6 T oO.) 

356. dvev? docov te. “Bev dcov Ke” 

358. “Strabo p. 337 éwt” for dad. Not in La Roche or 
Ludwich. 

361. “ dduFdees” 

363. Kai vd Kev jia TavTa. “Ke TavT hia” 

380. “469” 

404, “‘Anroovdvns, THs Oaracons tdwp. Hesyc. dele 
dap ” | 

407. dyayotoa ay’. “ao dp” (dyayoto ap’ Gp’.) 

408. od 8 ed (sic Steph.) xkpivac@a. “dé 7” in margin 
(dé 7 ed); at top of page “fo. od & ed «pu. recte” 

416. atdOc 8 éyew. “Kad 8 éyéuev” («ad 8 éyew Eust.) 

417. da0° éri yaiav. “Proclus in Polit. Plat. p. 38 é00° 
émi yains” Not in La Roche or Ludwich. 

421. idncOe. “an Oa” and “HLM ina” 

438. “Etym. M. yAadupds—Scayrawao’, sed in ypappa 
habet dvaypayac’” 


>» 





BENTLEY’S NOTES ON THE ODYSSEY. 41 


454. 8 ain’ idyovres. “Sé ria” 

461. “we rérrecou” 

475. 7 idéew. “Fo 

484, puv émecow. “Féreciv pov” and under this “re 
FéTrecow ” 

511. Bracketed, after note of Eustathius. 

513. motrua”Hpn. “Fn” (npn) 

524. etde. “res” 

534. ov« eidoT. “ov Fee” 

543. pnkéte “Atpéos. “7 @ ’Atp” and under this “py 
TL pou” 

556. 8 vov. “re” 

568. “Pind. oyor. avinos tapayuvyny avOpérois” 


? 


577. waptpwtov épvocapev. “ta Fe” 
588. “7. 192” 
596. Ké w olkov. “we Foi” 
607. “Strabo 454 pro immndatos habet eddeveros ” 
613. “an leg. dopov? Eust. Adpov 8 dc0ca, divatar diuyos 
ypadher Bar SHpov 7) Sopwv” 
649. éxadv. “B 133 éyod” 
652. “Recte nuéas, Inter nos. Vide Od. 7, 419. Male 
Barn. tdpuéas ” 3 
Dm ae 
669. Kat eixdoo. “éet” 
670. avrov. “avrus. Iliad. a. 27” 
672. vauTidrerar. “Ant” 
682. 1 eiméwevar. “Feumé” or “1 Feutrety” 
698. petlov te. “Te. ¢, 187. B, 32, 44, 144” The last 
‘ appears to be a mistaken reference. 
704. tod dé of doce. “Fw” apparently. Fou? 
706. de dé 697 wiv erecow. “Fe pew” or “ dé ww” (de 
dé pv fetréeoowv). 
712. ov« ofS. “ov fois ” 
Weie Se 18” 
740. ddvpera. “pnt” 
744, 4 éa év peyapo. “fo. "Hdea xy” 


654. Mévropa “vy 


9? 


6b: se ? 
or KOTOV 


? 


758. yoov. “yodov 
762. «ADOC pow. “ wev 
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772. 
775. 
793. 
796. 
800. 
802. 
805. 
809. 
811. 
812. 


831. 
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ov« toav. “ov FL” 
mavtas. “Tes” ve 
éméxraBe (sic Steph.) “«, 31. v, 281” (v 282). — 
“$8é réixto” 

el mas. “Eis 6, 80” 
“Hes. mapa «dnidos ipavra’ 
ovee edot. “ovd ei@or” 
“Hesyce. Overpeinot mirgar etc.” 
more. “mwa” 

“ KéXNeat €, 174” 


ce? ase 


Te éxAves. “T ap 


| 





IPHIGENIA AND EKATOMBH. 


Iphigenia. 


IT is a trite observation that the sacrifice of Iphigenia is 
unknown to Homer, though presumably the Iphianassa of the 
ninth Jliad is to be identified with her, as she certainly was by 
Lucretius. The obvious conclusion to be drawn is that the 
story arose at some time between Homer and Aeschylus, and I 
felt no trouble about this until I read Prof. Robertson Smith’s 
brilliant work on the Religion of the Semites. There (p. 383) 
occurs the following remark. “The Greeks in like manner 
commenced their wars with piacular sacrifices of the most 
solemn kind; indeed, according to Phylarchus, a human victim 
was at one time deemed indispensable; but this probably 
means no more than that the offerimgs made on such an 
occasion were of the exceptional and sacrosanct character with 
which legends of actual human sacrifice are so frequently 
associated. One illustration of Phylarchus’s statement will 
occur to every one, viz. the sacrifice of Iphigenia; and here it is 
to be noted that, while all forms of the legend are agreed that 
Agamemnon must have committed some deadly sin, before so 
terrible an offering was required of him, there is no agreement 
as to what his sin was. It is not therefore unreasonable to 
think that in the original story the piaculum was simply the 
ordinary preliminary to a campaign, and that later ages could 
not understand why such a sacrifice should be made, except to 
atone for mortal guilt.” 

After careful consideration I entirely agree with the views 
here stated or implied (1) that all human sacrifice is a substitu- 
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tion for sacrifice of a divine animal (or perhaps plant), the 
primitive idea of a sacrifice being a communion with the totem 
god by partaking of its body and blood, for which I must refer 
the reader to Prof. Robertson Smith’s book, (2) that the 
particular legend of Iphigenia was derived from a piaculum 
before war. 

This being so, how is it that a legend so archaic in its 
character that Aeschylus did not understand it was unknown to 
Homer’? Had it been modern in character, we could easily see 
that it might be a late developement; that idea is forbidden by 
the story itself. 

It is noteworthy that Homer, though he knows nothing of 
the sacrifice, yet does represent the Greek fleet as sailing from 
Aulis, and as offering a sacrifice there before starting on the 
expedition, with omens which at once recall to mind the omens 
there related by Aeschylus. (B. 303 seqq.) We have then the 
legend of the Greek fleet at Aulis and sacrifice there before the 
war on the one hand, on the other we have a legend from Aulis 
of a human sacrifice connected with a deer in some way. If 
the two were originally distinct, what more natural than that 
they should have been afterwards combined together in one 
story? And that they were originally distinct is clear from the 
consideration, that the legend of human sacrifice is manifestly 
extremely ancient, and yet that Homer does not connect it with 
the Trojan war. 

This amalgamation of distinct legends is one of the most 
familiar and most troublesome features of mythology. There is 
scarcely a god of Greece who is not pieced together out of half 
a dozen animals and local gods, and whose attributes are not 
derived from a number of local and contradictory tales. 

What then was this original legend of sacrifice at Aulis ? 
When we look at the account of Aeschylus we find that two 
eagles, symbolizing the two Atridae, slay a pregnant hare and 
thereby give an omen that Artemis is wroth with them; to 
turn away her anger Iphigenia is sacrificed. Why then was 
Artemis angry? It is useless to try and find out from Aeschy- 


1 That it was unknown tohim seems Iphianassa as alive; otherwise his 
clear from the fact that he represents silence would not go for much, 
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lus; like Pindar or Herodotus on similar occasions he prefers 
not to tell us. But what Aeschylus, with great gain, chose to 
leave wrapped in the gloom of the thunder cloud, this Sophocles 
with singular frigidity has dragged into the light of day; he 
tells us plainly that it was because Agamemnon had killed 
a stag sacred to Artemis! There is a reason for you! However 
the mythologist may be thankful when the reader of poetry 
is disgusted. And the later (if later) story which substitutes a 
deer for Iphigenia again shews the same thing, that the sacrifice 
of Iphigenia is closely connected with a deer sacrifice. 

Now it is a perpetual feature in sacrificial rites to find an 
animal sacrificed as a man; I need only quote the famous 
instance of the bull at Tenedos which wore a cothurnus on its 
foot and represented a human victim. Some sacrifices were 
especially sacred; they were made generally at a yearly festival, 
and the identification of the victim with a human being only 
marked their peculiar sanctity. We may fairly then guess that 
the sacrifice at Aulis was a very holy sacrifice of a deer, which, 
as so often, was said to be a human being by the common 
confusion of ideas among early peoples. For the deer and its 
worshippers are all members of one kin, they are all deer or 
commonly the deer are men. This deer would be originally 
itself the god and its worshippers would eat it as a sacramental 
rite; then it would be connected with the worship of one of 
the higher deities when they became popular; in this case 
it was connected with Artemis. When the idea that the 
animal itself was the god became too absurd, because the totem 
system and the ideas derived from it were obsolete, the deer 
became simply an offering to the new anthropomorphic goddess, 
but, as with the bull at Tenedos, its life was regarded as the 
life of the tribe and itself as in some sort a human victim’. 
Hence the idea that it was a substitute. For what? The 
mythologist looked round him; he saw there at Aulis the fleet 
starting for the Trojan war, and solemn sacrifice being offered ; 
he naturally said that this holy sacrifice of the deer was a 
commemoration of that ancient occasion. And the deer being 
human also, he naturally concluded that at the original sacrifice 

1 See Religion of the Semites 343 etc. 
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the victim was actually human. Could more proof be re 


quired? Agamemnon had manifestly offered a human victim, 


and as in the Hebrew myth of Jephthah or the common 
Semitic offerings to Baal-Melek, the most efficacious victim 
was of course his own child. Now Homer gave him four 
children ; Orestes could not be taken, so the choice had to fall 
on one of his three daughters, and Iphianassa was chosen, 
probably as supposed to be the oldest*. 

So it was that Homer knew nothing of the story which 
Aeschylus and Lucretius have immortalized in verses of such 
heart-piercing beauty; “tantum relligio potuit suadere— 
poetis.” 


éxaTouBn. 


It is to Prof. Robertson Smith again that I owe the hint 
which led to this note. “The lexicons apply the name fara‘... 
also to the sacrifice of one beast in a hundred, which is what 
the scholiast above cited understands by the ‘atira.” (page 210 
op. cit.) Having long felt much dissatisfied with the notion 
that a “hecatomb” in Homer could have ever had anything to 
do with a hundred victims, I gladly seized on this; why should 
not éxatouBn also mean “the hundredth victim” ? 

Let us first see on what the traditional idea is based. 
Apparently, if one may trust Ebeling, on nothing but Byzan- 
tine etymological conjecture! Thus Hesychius explains the 
word as @vaia rroté pév Exatov Body, and the Ht. Mag. supplies 
the alternative azo éxatrov Bnudtwv 6 éote ke Codwv, so that a 
hecatomb would be twenty-five quadrupeds. Really the latter 
is the more attractive of the two, for it would be more like 
Greek usage and one may as well derive -@n from Biya as from 
Bods. There is no authority then at all for the idea that 
éxatouBn ever meant a hundred animals of any kind. 

To turn to the Greek usage, we find that nowhere does 
Homer speak of a hundred animals being sacrificed. In y. 59 

1 It appears from Schol. Aristoph. Brauron, not Aulis. At Brauron she 


Lysistrata 645 that another version seems to be a bear-goddess. 
connected the Iphigenia legend with 
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indeed, at a very solemn occasion when all Pylos had met 
together to celebrate their bull-feast to Poseidon, eighty-one 
bulls are offered up. In WV. 146, say the lexicons, there is a 
hecatomb of fifty rams; I deny it, Homer speaks of “a sacred 
_ hecatomb and fifty rams,” so that the two sacrifices are distinct. 
The next highest number is only twelve (Z. 115 collato 93), 
and they unfortunately are described as éxatouBas not éxa- 
TouBnv, so that only six at most can be allowed for a single 
hecatomb there. Would you not say from this passage that a 
éxaTouBn was a victim? However I do not think that éxa- 
oun can ever be shewn to be only a single victim, and it 
certainly over and over again includes several. But of all the 
many passages in which the word occurs only y. 59 can be 
quoted to shew that it meant anything extraordinary in point 
of number; sacrifices of very few animals are continually called 
“hecatombs.” Surely the Homeric usage is of weight in 
deciding the question if anything is. 

How a hecatomb differed from an ordinary slaughter of a 
beast for food, which also appears to be in its origin a sacrifice 
invariably (e.g. & 74, and compare Robertson Smith, p. 263), 
may be easily gathered from comparison of the Homeric 
instances. These are first propitiatory, as A. 315 etc. to avert 
the plague, Z. 115 to turn away the anger of Athena from 
Troy, y. 144, 6. 582, X. 132 copied in . 279. Secondly solemn 
feasts at stated seasons, as especially Hymn xxxiv. 12; compare 
a. 25, the solemn feast of the Aethiopians to Poseidon, copied in 
WV. 206, in y. 59 a very solemn feast of all the Pylians to 
_ Poseidon, in v. 276 the feast day of Apollo in Ithaca. Thirdly 
hecatombs are promised to the gods if they will help in any 
definite undertaking, as A. 102, 120, copied in V. 864, 873, or 
WV. 146 when we hear that Achilles had offered a hecatomb to 
Spercheus if he should return safe, p. 50, 59: so at the 
beginning of a great undertaking, as at Aulis, B. 306, 321; so 
Menelaus ought to have offered hecatombs before starting back 
for Greece, 8. 352, and the Greeks on building their wall, 
H. 450, M. 6. Fourthly as thanksgiving at a harvest feast, 
I. 535, to all the gods. The only cases that do not come under 
these heads definitely are ¢. 102, 7. 202, v. 350, 7. 366, which 






48 THE JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY. 


are all vague, but do not appear to refer to ordinary sacrifices; " 
as for @. 548 it is extremely doubtful whether it ought to 
be printed in the Jliad at all, and there scarcely seems 
sufficient reason there for hecatombs. 

Now it is on just such occasions as these that tithes, 
(taking the word to mean selected victims, not necessarily one 
in every ten), are offered to the gods. At the same time such 
occasions are just those on which a specially valuable sacrifice 
would be offered, and therefore a hecatomb would easily come 
to imply a great number of victims, whence by false etymology 
a hundred. At least Clisthenes sacrifices Bots éxarov in 
Herodotus vi. 129, which looks as if so early as this éxarduBn 
was supposed to mean a hundred oxen. Even in Homer we 
have already found eighty-one sacrificed at a time, so that 
there was not much further to go. We can now see that the — 
ordinary explanation—*“ properly an offering of a hundred oxen, 
but even in Hom. the word has lost its etymol. sense, and come 
to signify a great public sacrifice” L. and S.—is exactly the 
wrong way round. Originally a sacrifice of the hundredth 
animal, hence any particularly solemn offering, it ended by 
false etymology in becoming a sacrifice of a hundred omen. 

Let us go back to the quotation from Hesychius which I 
left interrupted above. oré uév éxatdv Body, says he, more 88 
Boos kal mpoBarov Kat aiyos. It is unnecessary to point out 
how impossible it is to reconcile this latter aspect of the 
sacrifice with the traditionary explanation. But how simple it 
is if the éxarouBn was the ‘atira. An owner of cattle would 
sacrifice the hundredth not only of his kine, but also of his 
sheep and goats, and so a éxarouSn might naturally enough 
come to mean one of each. The omission of the pig is like the 
omission of the goat in the suovetaurilia, to secure the mystic 
number three; the comparison is significant with regard to the 
position of the animals in Greece and Italy. 


ARTHUR PLATT. 





er ee ee ee ee 
meets : 


ON THE MANUSCRIPTS OF AESCHYULUS. 


IT is now a commonplace of criticism that the first step 
towards the restoration of the text of any author must be the 
determination of the genealogical relation, if any, obtaining be- 
tween the manuscripts which contain his works. The different 
traditions are thus distinguished one from the other, the 
principal manuscripts of each tradition regarded as authorities, 
to the exclusion of all others; it often happening that these in 
their turn can be referred to some lost archetype, which, in so 
far as it can be reconstructed from their evidence, becomes the 
basis of criticism. In this procedure, since historical testimony 
fails us, our arguments must be based on the discrepancies in 
reading of the manuscripts under consideration. Dindorf would 
seem to deny this (pref. to Teubner’s edition p. vu, ‘quo 
argumento solo quum non multum efficiatur’ cet.), but as I 
have been unable, and in truth not very anxious, to obtain 
sight of his arguments and method, I have been fain to content 
_ myself with the following rules; which, I believe are those 
adhered to by Lachmann and Madvig, the masters in this 
department of criticism. 


1. When one manuscript agrees with another not only in 
the more important errors, but also in such minutiae as mis- 
spellings, wrong division of words, etc., and only differs from it 
to present readings which are easily seen to be either cor- 
ruptions or blundering attempts at correction of its readings; 
then we are fully justified in regarding it as a copy of the 
latter. 


2. When two manuscripts agree in many of the more 
important, and even in some of the less important, errors, but 


Journal of Philology. vou. Xxt1. 4 
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present a fair number of discrepancies which cannot be re- 
ferred one to the other as to its original, but can be regarded 
as variations of some common original reading, then the 
manuscripts are to be looked upon as descendants, direct or 
indirect, of the same archetype. 


3. But when the two manuscripts differ to such an extent 
that it is tmpossible to derive their readings either one from 
the other or both from a common source, then we can only 
consider them representatives each of a tradition too different 
from the other for us to discover their original point of 
divergence. . 

With the aid of these rules we shall examine the dis- 
erepancies between those manuscripts which contain the 
tragedies of Aeschylus. 


¢: 


The prevalent opinion, which I venture to call in question, 
is that the manuscript in the Laurentian library at Florence 
XxxiI 9, the well-known Mediceus, is the original of all others 
now in existence, that the variations which these present are 
due either to sleepy copyists or to Bentley’s bungling tinkers ; 
and that even when the latter manuscripts present the true 
reading, it is due merely to a grammarian’s guess a little more 
happy than usual. This theory, announced by Burges in 1821, 
has received the support of great names; Wilhelm Dindorf and 
Cobet have given unreserved assent to it, Kirchhoff regards it 
as ‘extra omnem dubitationis aleam positum,’ Wecklein after 
long doubting has at last entered the fold, and Dr Verrall, if 
not so certain of its absolute truth, has at least bound himself 
to this theory by basing the text of his brilliant edition of 
Aeschylus entirely on the Mediceus. The opponents are few: 
their efforts have been merely directed to showing ‘non omnia 
pendere ex libro antiquissimo, sed etiam ceteris codicibus 
aliquid tribuendum esse’ (Weil pref. to Teubner’s ed. p. v1); 
the nearest approach that I know to a definite statement of a 
- eounter-theory being M. Haupt’s ambiguously-expressed opinion 





ON THE MANUSCRIPTS OF AESCHYLUS. 51 


in his preface to Hermann’s posthumous edition p. Ix, ‘ generis 
a, Mediceo libro diversi communione tres distant codices’; these 
three being the well-known Florentinus, Venetus, and Far- 
nesianus. In the face of these attempts it is no wonder that 
a theory expressed with such definiteness of statement and 
such confidence of iteration as the common theory is, should 
have won the day; and therefore it is that in the absence of 
some better champion I take it upon myself to challenge the 
prevalent opinion. 

The lacunae existing in the various manuscripts do not 
help us very far towards a settlement of the question. It is 
true that the omission by the manuscripts G (codex Guelfer- 
bytanus), C (codex Marcianus), and R (the manuscript of 
Robortello) of vv. 323—1050* and 1159—1673 of the Agamem- 
non and the opening of the Choephori, verses formerly present 
in M but now lost through mutilation of that manuscript, 
proves the former to be late copies of the latter. But that B 
(codex Bessarionis) possesses 360 verses of the Agamemnon, 
that F and N (Florentinus and Farnesianus) possess the whole 
of that tragedy, and that V (Venetus) formerly possessed it in 
full, though vv. 46—1079 are now missing, does not prove these 
manuscripts not to have been copied from M before its muti- 
lation; nor does the omission by FV and N of vv. 587—647 
and 797—826 of the Eumenides, while proving them to be 
copies of one and the same original, remove the possibility of 
that original being a copy of M. We must, therefore, if we 
are to gain anything definite, turn to the more ordinary 
discrepancies. Our field of inquiry is narrowed by two cir- 
cumstances: firstly, as the greater part of the manuscripts 
contain merely the Prometheus, the Persians, and the Seven 
against Thebes, as they have passed through the hands of late 
Byzantine correctors, they must naturally be left out of count 
until we have considered the evidence of those manuscripts 
which present a clearer tradition; secondly, of these manu- 
scripts (FVN, B) the readings are fully reported only in 
the Agamemnon (by Hermann, Kirchhoff, Wecklein) and the 
Eumenides (by Hermann), while in the other plays we have 
| 1 T adopt Wecklein’s enumeration. 


4.—2 
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only rare mention of their readings scattered through the vast 
mass of worthless variants which disfigure the pages of 
Hermann’s second volume. It will therefore be granted that 
our only possible course, if we are to arrive at satisfactory 
results, is to analyse the evidence offered by the Agamemnon 
and Eumenides, and to interpret the few recorded variants in 
the remaining tragedies in the light of the results obtained by 
that analysis. 

To examine the case in its proper order, we shall first of all 
take those readings which show the manuscripts to be all of 
the same family; namely those errors which are common to all 
of them, and which in the Agamemnon are the following: 69 
vTokraiwv, 91 SHpors, 103 Avarns Ppéva, 111 Sixas mpaxrops, 
131 dra, 165 rdde, 170 ovdév A€éEar, 212 ri rds AeTrOvavs Te, 
246 aidva, 250 ro dé mpoxAvew, 275 ov ddFav, 282 ayyérou, 
1079 kai medoppavtnpiov, 1080 paprtupiors, éremeiPouat, 1103 
ti y’, 1109 pe, 1144 yap of, 1146 7. It is of course evident 
that this consensus leaves it entirely undecided whether M or 
some lost manuscript is to be regarded as our archetype, and 
the same is to be said of the following passages where the 
manuscripts differ from one another: 2 8 Mr! B, omitted by 
FVN; 26 onpuaivw Mr, cnuavd BFVN; 29 éropOpiafew Mr 
B, éropOiafew FVN; 40 rpiauo Mr B, rpiapov FVN ; 80 
tpimodas Mr B, tpizrodos FN ; 94 ypivatos Mr B, ypioparos 
FN; 118 ot F, omitted by Mr B; 128 Xoyodaitas Mr B, 
Aayodaitas FN; 129 dpyas Mr B, dpyovs FN; 146 a FN, 
omitted by Mr B; 152 tov FN, omitted by Mr B; 161 yap 
Mr B, omitted by FN; 167 ofxovs Mr B, oixos F; 1080 pev 
FVN, omitted by Mr; 1132 émeyyéaca Mr, érayyéaca FVN. 
It is here possible to explain the readings of B FVN as per- 
versions or corrections of the readings of M, it is equally 
possible to explain them as errors or conjectures for the 
readings of the archetype of M, and that is all that can be 
said: these variants, considered alone, do not compel us to 
interpret them one way rather than the other, and depend for 
their explanation on passages where the evidence is more dis- 


! By this symbol are denoted the remaining manuscripts. 
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tinct. We next come to a few passages where the differences 
between the manuscripts are peculiar enough to cause doubts 
concerning the ordinary opinion: 122 épucdpatra dépyate Mr, 
épuxvpova héppate B, épixvpova pépBovto FN ; 266 cvvopOov 
Mr B, cvvapOpov FN ; 298 vaeprerjs Mr B, vrelp &drys FN ; 
300 ypucodeyyes Mr FN, yAvoodeyyés B; 1072 ef od pn Tod 
Mr, ef od TO und’ F; 1079 av eidpynon Mr, édevpnoes FN; 1081 
rade Mr, tra FVN which Dr Verrall confesses to be strange, 
remarking that ‘It would almost seem as if they (i.e. FVN) 
must in this place have been guided by some note or tradition 
independent of M, which has now disappeared’; 1144 7repe- 
Barovto Mr, weptBarovres FVN; 1153 yess Mr, éyn FV. 
Still there is no logical compulsion in any of these readings 
towards one theory rather than another, and they all remain 
év petarypi@, to be decided upon by the remainder of the 
evidence. And this latter is against the current opinion. The 
following examples are enough to decide: 6 ai@ép. Mr FVN, 
év Oéper (i.e. E6ep!) B; 39 avdé cov Mr FVN, avddv ov B; 82 
npepopatoyv Mr B, 1epodavtov FN; 112 trav yav Mr, rayav B 
FN; 156 azdolas Mr B, amadoisas FN; 165 azéxraiéev M, 
avéxraréev B FN; 322 roye cxnmre M, trode oxnmrre F, Tod 
évoxnmtes B; 1079 wavreder M, parevee FN; 1089 ada M, 


te) € 
anxav EVN; 1151 perotumets MV, weroturets F, worortutreis 
N. The fact that these variants are due to uncial writing and 
to the uncial compendium for y fixes their source as earlier 
than M and inclines us to consider B FVN not as copies of M, 
but as derived from the same archetype as the latter. This 
opinion is confirmed by variants evidently due to a double 
reading in the archetype. Two of these stand out pre-eminent. 
In 143 M has rrdxa, FN rre@xa, B rrawvea, the original being 


Taka, and the combination of these two readings in B with the 
uncial compendium for v precluding the supposition that they 
existed together first in some copy of M from which B FVN 
were derived. In 101 M has ¢daives, B daiver, FN daivova’. 
I believe that the reading of B is correct and that the passage 
should thus run: 
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101 ayava daivet 
95 paraxais addrouce trapnyopiats, 
102 *Edmis, dpvven KTr. 


v. 95 thus at last giving a satisfactory sense. The origin of the 
variants is thus clear. dgaivove’ was written to avoid the 
hiatus’, and the o being written slightly lower than the rest of 


the letters, thus: ainer®, was taken by the scribe of M to 
belong to gaivez. The discrepancy must here again be re- 
ferred to the archetype of M and not to a copy of the latter. 
Of the others the confusion existing in all the manuscripts 
as to the reading of v. 120 (qaympémrtows MB, wapzrérrous mr, 
év &Spacow Mr B, wraptpérocw Spars F, waprpéreow Edpas 


IN IN 
N) indicates something like trammpertoiceneApaic, and the con- 


fusion in M itself as to the 7 in raumpémros refers us back 
again to its archetype for the origin of the variations. In 146 
Dr Verrall explains the démwrou of M as due to misunder- 
standing of a note dele: TO X referring to édvTwy, and remarks 
‘M has aéArrous but its archetype had aémroas, like F’: this 
we can believe, but it is scarcely credible that the scribe of F 
came by the true reading unless he had access to the archetype 
of M. By happy blunder he could not have written aémrocs, 
nor would he have hit upon so rare a word by conjecture; he 
would have more likely guessed émrrors as some have since 
done. In 48 where M has «Adfovres, FN xrayEavtes, it is not 
easy to believe the latter reading a corruption or correction of 
the former. The double readings in 79 (ri@repynpws M, 
ToOumepnynpws FB, i.e. 6 written above ri in the archetype), in 
103 (@vpopOopov MB, OvpdBopov FN), in 1131 (radaivais 
dpeoiv M, diroixrors raraw” hpeoiv FV, idroixrtoror ppeciv N) 
can hardly have arisen at a later date than that at which M 
was written, and not being in M itself, must have been in its 


v 
archetype. In the cases of v. 17 (évréuvwv Mr, éxréuvov F) 
1 This of course was caused in the and afterwards inserted in the text in 


usual way. V.95 (or 101”) was omitted the wrong place. 
in copying, then written in the margin, 





ON THE MANUSCRIPTS OF AESCHYLUS. 55 


6 

and v. 64 (€pewouévov M, épectropévov F, épevrouévov N) it 
seems more reasonable to refer the variants to double readings 
in the common archetype of M and the other manuscripts due 
to annotation from some codex representing a distinct tradition, 
than to seek to explain them by the clumsy theory that they 
are changes (consciously or unconsciously made by later 
copyists) of the reading of M. The few following variations 
depend on the former for their explanation: 98 aivety Mr B, 
eimeiy FN ; 275 ovy@on Mr B, ovyovts FN ; 283 dpovodvtos 
Mr B, dpovovons FN. 

It may be owing to a peculiar denseness on my part, but 
I utterly fail to see how the differences in reading between M 
and B FVN can be explained on the hypothesis of the latter 
being copies of the former. Rather, seeing that the manu- 
scripts in question agree in certain errors, but diverge oc- 
casionally from each other in such a manner as to indicate a 
common original, the only course I perceive left open to me 
according to the rules laid down at the beginning is to regard 
them as descendants of the same archetype. They divide 
into three classes M, B, and FVN: the close relationship of 
FVN having been already seen, and the independent standing 
of B being proved by the fact that it sides now with M against 
FVN, now with the latter against M, and also by its possessing 
readings peculiar to itself such as those quoted above from 
vv. 101, 122, 143, 300, and 322. M I regard as a direct copy 
of the archetype, FVN are of course indirect descendants of 
it; the exact position of B is difficult to determine, though 
its reading in v. 143 would lead one to look upon it also as an 
indirect copy. | 

In the Eumenides it would be sheer waste of time and 
‘space to give all the evidence. There are of course a great 
many variations which prove nothing either way, and which 
the reader can easily discover for himself if he chooses to 
undertake the thankless task. I confine myself to those which 
support my theory. Of these the following are due to uncial 
writing: 46 Aéyos Mr, Adyos FVN; 172 Bpdrea Mr, Bpetea 
FVN; 230 ayew Mr, dyeu FVN; 389 Scyootatodr’ Mr, dexo- 
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otatoovr FVN; 330 pwédos Mr, wénos FVN; 405 ro«ors Mr, o 


réexvors EVN; 434 aénn Mr, wédn FVN; 453 xadayudtover 
No@HAoy BoTtov: Mr, ca@aipafovow deneioy Bpotod FVN (where 
the false division in M points distinctly to the uncial source of 
the error); 479 evaéuedov Mr, evrérdov FV (this being a 
case of lipography complicated with the uncial compendium 
for v); 545 ations Mr, avtions FVN; 654 doOuaivw Mr, 
adoOpnaivev FVN ; 705 ovtic Mr, odor’ FVN; 882 xamodpar 
Mr, cadodpar FVN; 915 npérray Mr, tpérrav FVN; 965 doum 
Mr, daiww i.e. deum FVN. Of double readings there is only 
one which clearly shows its origin: in v. 54 where Burges 
correctly wrote ABa M has dua, FVN Biav; that is, the 
B 


archetype had Ata, the scribe of M ignored the 8 and evolved 
dia, the scribe of the other manuscript, from which FVN are 
copied, took the 8 for a correction of the A and acutely wrote 
Biav. Owing to the fact that B does not contain the Eumenides, 
we have no other double reading like those in Agam. 101, 143, 
distinctly pointing to the archetype of the three families as its 
source; for the following décttoypadias (170 puyov Mr, oop 


os 
oixov EVN; 217 woporpor Mr, popormor FV, wopomos N; 431 
mapovTow...\oyou Mr, mapovtwv...royos FVN; 438 céBovacat 


ol ev 

Mr, céBoyar F VN and a few others less important) might have 
arisen in some later copy of M and not in the archetype. One 
variation perhaps, 275 ér@ma ppevi Mr, érorrad TH ppevi FVN, 
is of archetypal origin. It is rather curious that FVN have 
twice in this play preserved a small lacuna occurring in their 
original: 245 pvutnpos Mr, pnvutn... FV, pnvutiow N; 
570 dvatopos Tuponuixn Mr, duaxtopos..... Tuponuixy V, and 
so F with marginal note wédeu, dudxropos médee N. 

The evidence of the Eumenides thus harmonizes with that 
of the Agamemnon. And I find that, if I adhere to the rules 
which I laid down at the beginning of this paper, I am com- 
pelled to reject the ordinary theory. There are many passages 
where the reading of FVN can be explained as a perversion of 
that of M. But of these passages there is none, perhaps by 
their very nature there cannot be any one, that compels us to 
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assume such an hypothesis to explain it. Rather they stand as 
it were év petarypio, and our decision depends not at all on 
such passages as these, but entirely upon passages of a different 
character, if such are to be found. Since then in certain 
passages the codices M and B present differences from the 
group FVN and from each other, which differences can only be 

explained as arising from original uncial writing or from some 
original double reading, we can only regard them as different 
offshoots of one root, a conclusion further confirmed by the 
independent standing of B and of FVN in other passages 
where they differ from M as compared with the manner in 
which the remaining copies differ from that codex. 

As for these remaining manuscripts my silence may perhaps 
suffice to indicate my assent to the ordinary theory. It is 
certainly quite unnecessary for me to do again what has been 
so often done, even if it has been accomplished by a too frequent 
use of ‘facile’ ‘non difficile’ and ‘dilucide apparet.’ One how- 
ever of these later manuscripts, the codex Robortelli, seems, if 
certain peculiarities in Robortello’s text are to be taken as 
representing its reading, though certainly copied from M, to 
have contained variants due to some different tradition. Thus 
the following errors are explicable only by uncial confusion ; 
Ag. 147 dATo@rv, 231 tavToTtodpov, Kum. 46 mpoéev, 920 véewor, 
949 riot; while in Ag. 1111 if Dindorf’s xacpia be correct, 
then the «at dipia of R is to be explained only on the hypo- 
thesis of dittography and uncial confusion. Certain other of 
the more recent manuscripts offer now and then curious 
readings, witness the following of the codex Augustanus, Kum. 
763 6 cal, 773 “Apnyavois trapéEouev, 910 evotevodvtas (ev- 
Gevodvtas Mr, evotevodvta FVN), which I owe to a collation of 
that manuscript with Stanley’s text in the handwriting of 
Godfrey Hermann. But I find nothing to show that any one 
of these later manuscripts is to be elevated to a position equal 
to that of M, and acquiesce in the opinion that they are copies 
of that codex, with some admixture from the other two classes. 

In the Prometheus, Seven against Thebes, and Persae the 
evidence is, as I said before, scantily reported. Hermann, while 
giving numerous variants from the worthless later manuscripts, 
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has cited B very seldom, and of the third class only V. If ’ 7 


therefore we were to limit ourselves to these three plays, we 
should find very little reason for quarrelling with the accepted 


opinion; and it is no wonder that Martin Sorof (de ratione, © 


quae inter eos codices recentiores, quibus Aeschyli fabulae 
Prometheus, Septem adv. Thebas, Persae continentur, et codicem 
Laurentianum intercedat. Berlin 1882) should, on this evi- 
dence alone, come to the conclusion ‘1. omnes codices re- 
centiores, quibus Prom. vil. Pers. continentur, ex uno codice A 
manasse, 2, codicem A ex cod. Laur. descriptum esse, 3. neque 
in codice A, qui quas singulis locis scripturas exhibuerit e 
consensu codicum recentiorum videri liceat, neque in his ipsis 
ulla antiquioris recensionis praeter eam, quae in cod. Laur. 
exstat, vestigia inesse, sed quaecumque in eis aliter atque in 
cod, Laur. exarata sint ad Byzantinos grammaticos referenda 
esse. But now that we have, by consideration of those plays 
where the evidence is more definite and more fully reported, 
arrived at conclusions different from these, the few readings of 
B and V recorded in the three plays may be interpreted in the 
light of those results, and the vast mass of later variants may 
be lett to Sorof and his fellows to deal with as they please. 
There are certain discrepancies between M and VB which 
point to the uncials of the archetype: Theb. 122 wodvy M, 
modu V; 61 wAevpdvov M, mvevpyovwv BV and the later 
manuscripts except five which have mvevudtwr; 402 duaipov 
M, 6 daiuwv BVr, this latter reading being written above the 
line in M by a hand of the fourteenth century, which must have 
got it from some one of the later manuscripts; Pers. 45 déozrou 
M, dtomros BVR; 540 amadais M, atadais V. In Pers. 583 
épavtar Saipdvca, which all other manuscripts give for the 
épadarpowa of M, cannot possibly have arisen from the latter ; 
on the contrary the word épavrac might easily have been 
mutilated in such a concursus of similar letters as épAtatdal- 
povia. Pers. 909 Sapacévtes of V for dua0évres of M may be 
‘correction,’ may equally well be owing to dittography and 
uncial confusion. But ,perhaps the most striking instance in 
these plays is that of the verse Theb. 177 b. omitted by M but 
given by all the other manuscripts. Of this Weil says (pret. to 
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Teubner’s edition pp. V, VI): ‘primum quidem facile versus 
omitti poterat a libri Medicei scriptore inter versum 194 (177 
Wecklein), quo finitur in illo codice folium 66°, et versum 196, 
a quo incipit folium 67*. At eum quem reliqui libri pracbent 
versum absurdum esse ait Dindorf. Vereor ne cupidius vir 
summus quam verius iudicaverit. Posse illum versum abesse 
non infitior, sed tamen nihil habet reprehensione dignum, immo 
increpationem mulierum apte claudit et absolvit. Cf. Suppl. 
407—417 (412—422). Verum absurdus esse eo nomine dicitur 
quod orationis hiatum non explet. Audio, sed hanc ipsam ob 
causam eum genuinum esse statuo. Quid enim moveret com- 
menticium illum grammaticum ut versum de suo adderet nisi 
quod intellegeret nonnulla deesse ad sententiarum nexum ? 
Tum autem interpolaturus erat quae qualicunque modo lacu- 
nam illam expleret, non quae salva sententia omitti poterant. 
Itaque si das orationem hiare recepto versu illo etiam alterum 
desiderari statuendum erit. At illud ipsum non concedo. Quid 
iubeat Eteocles, quid vetet, quum satis declarent verba évdov & 
ovoa pn BAaBnv rider, ad rem nihil desideratur; in forma 
orationis offendi potest, nam particulae copulativae, qua an- 
nectuntur verba Kei pn Tis apyns THs euns akovoeTal, VIX 
locum esse dixeris ubi ab increpatione ad minas transitus fit. 
Attamen nescio an latius pateat coniunctionis cai usus apud 
Aeschylum antiquae simplicitatis sectatorem, Cf. Agam. v. 
1239 (1288), Suppl. 443 (452), 957 (968), 983 (994)” Thus 
far Weil, to whose statement of the case I have nothing to add. 
He well compares the similar instance of Sophocles, Tyrannus 
800. Even Wecklein in 1872 (Studien zu Aeschylus p. 61), 
though regarding the verse as an interpolation, did not attribute 
it to a later period than that of M, but confessed ‘miissen wir 
annehmen, dass auch jener V. (i.e. 177°) am Rande (ie. of the 
archetype) gestanden und desshalb von dem sonst so sorgfaltigen 
Schreiber des Med. iibersehen worden sei.’ But he has since 
changed his opinion’. There are certain other curiosities in 


1] take the opportunity to remark _lein, on the same page, expresses the 
in passing that the illusiveness of the opinion that only in the Prom. Pers, 
evidence recorded in these three plays and Septem have we manuscript au- 
is well shown by the fact that Weck- thority independent of M, though 
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these three tragedies which are deserving of notice. Thus in “a 


Theb. 83 V and certain later manuscripts preserve the true 
reading #7 which M has lost, and which can hardly be at- 
tributed to the happy conjecture of some Byzantine scribe: in 


c o 

fact the archetype seems here to have had ori, that is, i, 
whence the weduomAoKtUTos Ti of M: again in 91 Oeawday of V 
and certain recc. is a most unlikely error or conjecture for Geav 
of M. It would be interesting to know whether the puzzling 


variant @vA@ in 171, puzzling if regarded as a later conjecture | 


for yéver, quoted by Hermann only from some later copies, is to 
be found in FVN or B. That B and several later manuscripts 
in v. 381 offer oppaiver péver for the opyaiver pévor of M is the 
ground for Frey’s opinion (de Aeschyli Scholiis Mediceis 1857, 
p. 8) that the reading is a false one owing to a variant in the 


palve. évow 
preceding line catac@yawev péve. Again in v. 906 mapa 8 of 


V for wapeorw & of M can, I think, be with more justice 
attributed to some older tradition than to the hand of some 
Byzantine bungler. ‘The following readings from the Persae, if 
not decisive, are at least enough to give us pause before we 
subscribe to the current opinion: 140 aiyuwdevta M, evvacaevta 
V; 220 terety M, Aaet B; 226 xatoyos for xatoy’ V; 260 
AuTnpa AVTnpa added in B; 339 cupPBonrais V for éuBorais ; 
421 éotiobdto V for tmriovto; 444 dow M, ducer V (perhaps 
owing to the uncial gyci, cf. Agam. 6); 534 yévnras V for 
mpocOnra ; 539 oruyep@ B tor dvodep@; 689 poOvafovres M, 
opOpivovres V; 715 ypovm M, Aoyw B; also the following 
curious omissions ‘which are perhaps owing to later mutilation 
of the archetype: 68 ye/rova x@pav omitted by V ; 102 duyeiv 
by V; 160 «ai by V and B; 232 yijs by B; 449 d€ by B; 641 
diaBoacw by V; 643 pou by V; 648 8 by V; 926 dares by B; 
931 yaias by B. 

The character of Robortello’s manuscript is shown by the 
following facts: Theb. 50 it and three other later copies give 
xepoiv for vepaiv, an evident uncial error, cf. Agam. 147; in v, 


derived from the same original. Com- at by Sorof from consideration of 
pare this with the conclusions arrived merely the same evidence! 
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61 it agrees with V and B in another uncial variant wvevpdver 
for mevpovev ; 75 with six of the later manuscripts it gives 
CevyrAnot Sovreunoe for Cuvyotcs SovAciovos of M; in 84 for re 
xpimrreras it offers t éyypiumrerar; in 91 it agrees with the 
reading of V, Oeawdy; it contains the verse 177° thus rovad7’ 
av yuvarkl cvvvaiwy éxows ; in 232 it gives another uncial error 
atav for dyav; in 380 it has catacOyaiver wévov thus adding 
additional confirmation to Frey’s theory ; 402 it reads 6 daiuwv. 
In the Persae it agrees with B and V in the reading 8éo7rou in 
v. 45; 68 it gives yOova for yoépav and the converse in v. 75, 
followed in both cases by G; 101 for daép Avarov it offers 
UmepOev; 160 it agrees with V and B in the omission of «at; 
260 with B in the double addition of Auvmanpa; in 449 where B 
omits the dé, R places it before udpw; in 641 it agrees with V 
in the omission of 6.a8odew and in the omission of poz in 643, 
as in that of & in 648. In common with B it has a few curious 
transpositions, viz. 255 ro 5€ repo dv, 500 orpupovos ayvod, 768 
nuuoev épyov. On the contrary it agrees with M against all 
the other copies in the reading té7q@ for mayo in Prom. 20, and 
in verse 1039 it stands alone in the reading téyyn yap ovdév 
ovdé pad@acan Kéap Xitats. Its ‘mixed’ character is thus 
clearly seen, and it becomes matter for wonder that Dindorf 
and others should persist in the belief that the manuscript used 
by Robortello was no other than M itself. The mixed character 
of the other copies is shown by their agreement now with M 
against the other two classes, now with these latter against M. 
Cf. Theb. 50, 61, 75, 83, 91, 171, 177°, 381, 402, Pers. 68, 75, 
583. | 
Thus far are we led by a consideration of the differences in 
reading between the various manuscripts. I have been anxious 
to state the case fairly and to allow the supporters of the theory 
of Burges as much as could in reason be allowed them. And 
after this examination I cannot but think that that theory is 
untrue, and that the one which I have put forward accounts at 
any rate better for the facts. I must also say that the method 
by which the critics uphold the idea that the Mediceus is the 
source of all other existing manuscripts seems to me to be 
a most illusive and at the same time a most unsafe one to 
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build any textual criticism upon. Once we assume the existence __ 


of so-called ‘correctors’ capable of introducing such extra- 
ordinary variants into our manuscripts as those in Ag. 143, 
1131, Eum. 54, Pers. 583, Theb. 177", etc. there is no knowing 
where we are to stop: the Mediceus itself may equally well 
have come into the hands of such critics, and may represent its 
archetype with as bad faith as, by the theory, F and B re- 
present it. Such a theory, then, cuts the ground from under 
our feet and leaves us without any firm standpoint for criticism. 

This however savours somewhat of abusing the plaintiff's 
counsel. It will be much better to hasten to give further 
proof of my theory. 


§ 2, 


Karl Lachmann, in the most brilliant demonstration that I 
know of the relations between the manuscripts of any author, 
has in no small degree strengthened his theory and made the 
said relations clearer, by showing, from certain indications 
in the existing manuscripts, the number of pages and of lines 
in each page of the lost archetype, and by proving that 
certain omissions found in one class of the manuscripts could 
only be owing to mutilation of the archetype taking place 
ata date posterior to that at which the other class of manu- 
scripts was copied from the original. Lest any stubborn 
defender of the theory of Burges should accuse me of having 
attacked him and his fellows on very slender grounds, I 
propose here to do for the manuscripts of Aeschylus what 
Lachmann did for those of Lucretius. Before setting out on 
this investigation I shall make two assumptions, that the 
tragedies followed the same order in the archetype as they do 


in the Mediceus, viz., Persae, Agamemnon, Choephori, Prome- - 


theus, Eumenides, Seven against Thebes, Supplices, and that 
in each tragedy in the Mediceus the number of lines of the 
same tragedy in the archetype were preserved, whether those 
lines consist of one verse or of more than one. 
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My starting point is verse 123 of the Choephori, found in 
the manuscripts after 164 and transferred by Hermann to 
its present place. Of the correctness of this transposition 
there cannot, at least in my opinion, be any doubt; it remains 
only to explain how the error took place. Verse 124 has lost 
its first three syllables, an accident which was likely to happen 
at the top or at the bottom of a left-hand page. Assuming 
that it was at the former we find that 123 should have been 
written at the bottom of the preceding right-hand page. Now 
if the leaf forming these two pages was somewhat shorter than 
the others, and if the scribe, as was natural while it lay on the 
leaf below, did not notice this fact but calmly continued writing 
to the end of his page, verse 123 would then, instead of being 
written at the foot of the recto of the short leaf, have been 
written in the corresponding position on the next leaf; and, 
since it is in the Mediceus the forty-second verse from its 
correct position, the pages must have contained each of them 
twenty-one verses, the scribe having squeezed that normal 
number into the verso of the short leaf and having written 
twenty, besides v. 123, on the following page. 

Let us now make another assumption, that the manuscript 
in which all this happened was the archetype, and then, with 
these data, that each page contained twenty-one verses and 
that v. 123 of the Choephori was the last of a right-hand 
page, let us restore the paging of that manuscript as far as we 
find it possible to do so. Working backwards from our 
starting point we find that verse 20 of the Choephori was 
the first of a right-hand page, for verse 123 was the last of 
such a page and 123 divided by 21 gives us 5 with a remainder 
of 18. We must now leave the opening of the Choephori 
and seek for some fixed point in the Agamemnon. This I 
find in the lacuna (noted by Hermann) of four anapaestic 
dimeters after verse 1458. I may say in passing that it is 
not for the convenience with which it fits into my scheme of 
pages of the archetype that I believe we must here mark a 
lacuna, but for the fact that the antistrophic responsion be- 
comes thus simpler; and I may also remark that the repetition 
of the ephymnia throughout this «dupos involves assumptions 


at least as questionable as that of a loss of four verses in this 


place. This lacuna then marks for us the foot of a right- 
hand page, the opening verse of which was 1444. But now 
another question arises. The Mediceus has preserved for us 
only 415 lines (i.e. of the archetype, for the number of verses 
is considerably more), how are we then to proceed with our 
calculation? My suggestion is, that the Florentinus has 
preserved the lost number of lines, its e#Xopuerpia here coincid- 
ing with the otvyouerpia of the archetype. That this is more 
than probable I am prepared to show. Between verses 322 
and 1051 the Mediceus has lost a whole quire of sixteen pages. 
Of the following quire four pages have been preserved, con- 
taining each of them 47 lines. Now supposing that each 
page of the lost quire contained 47 verses then the number 
of lines lost would be 752. But the number of lines in a page 
of the Mediceus is not a fixed quantity. Thus of the quire 
preceding the missing one the first, second, third, fourth, 
seventh, eighth, ninth, tenth, thirteenth, fifteenth and sixteenth 
pages contain each of them forty-three verses, the fifth forty- 
two, the sixth, eleventh and fourteenth forty-four, and the 
twelfth forty-five. And in the missing quire it is not unlikely 
that the numbers so varied as to make up the sum of 756 lines, 
which is the number of «@da preserved by the Florentinus 
between verses 322 and 1051. Our assumption then, that the 
Mediceus and Florentinus have between them preserved the 
otixouetpia of the archetype, receives here some slight 
justification. 

Verse 1458 was the seventeenth of a right-hand page. 
From 1158, where the Mediceus for the second time deserts us 
it is the three-hundredth verse in the Florentinus. Verses 1051 
to 1158 are in the Mediceus 94 verses: then follow the 756 
verses preserved by the Florentinus up to v. 323, from which 
in the Mediceus v. 6 is the three-hundred-and-sixteenth. 
Adding together 316, 756, 94, 300, and 4 (this being the 
number of verses lost after 1458) we obtain 1470, which being 
divided by 21 gives us 70, that is from verse 6 to verse 1458 of 
the Agamemnon are 70 pages. 1458 was on a right-hand page, 
consequently 6 was the first of a left-hand page. On the 
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preceding page were the first five lines of the Agamemnon, 
preceded by the three lines 


“ATAMEMNQN 
BEPATION APAMEMNONOC O TIPOAOFIZGMENOC, OYYI 6 YTIO airicboy TAYOEIC, 
byAaz 


so given in the Mediceus. Above this heading came a 
blank line, then the subscription aicyyAoy mépca: (so M) and 
the last eleven verses of the Persae. That play contains 
1075 lines, the subtraction of 11 leaves us 1064. This 
number divided by 21 gives us 50 with a remainder of 
14, that is, the Persae began on the fifty-first page from 
that on which the Agamemnon opened. Now the Agamemnon 
began on the seventy-first page from that which ended with 
1458 and the four verses thereafter lost; consequently verse 
1458 of the Agamemnon came on the hundred-and-twenty- 
second page from that on which the Persae opened. But as 
the former was a right-hand page the latter must have been a 
left-hand one, that is, the Persae began on the second page of 
the archetype, the first according to custom having been left 
vacant. The seven lines preceding the first verse of the Persae 
were occupied by the argument; from page 3 onwards the 
head-lines ran as follows: Pers. 15, 36, 57, 78, 99, 120, 143, 164, 
185, 206, 227, 248, 269, 290, 311, 332, 353, 374, 395, 416, 437, 
458, 479, 500, 521, 542, 563, 585, 606, 627, 648, 669, 690, 711, 
732, 753, 774, 795, 816, 837, 858, 879, 900, 921, 942, 963, 981 
(this verse is lost, evidently owing to its position in the 
archetype), 1005, 1025, 1046, 1067, Agam. 6, 27, 48, 69, 90, 
111, 133, 154, 175, 196, 217, 238, 259, 280, 301, 322, 343, 364, 
384, 404, 421, 440, 462, 483, 502. 523, 544, 565, 586, 607, 628, 
649, 670, 691, 710, 730, 749, 765, 783, 804, 825, 846, 867, 888, 
909, 930, 951, 971, 991, 1009, 1029, 1050, 1071, 1092, 1117, 
1147, 1169, 1190, 1211, 1232, 1253, 1274, 1295, 1316, 1337, 
1358, 1379, 1400, 1422, 1444. This brings us to p. 125. ending 
with v. 1458, after which the Florentinus has preserved 217 
verses, that is eleven pages minus fourteen verses. This brings 
the Agamemnon down to line 7 of page 134. Now will the 
long-suffering reader allow me to make another little assump- 
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tion? This one is quite unessential to the matter in hand, 


therefore I may perhaps be permitted to make it. Hermann 
marked a lacuna of two verses after 1553. Now it is not more 
licentious to suppose that they were originally in the archetype 
and the Mediceus, and omitted through carelessness in that 
manuscript from which FVN were copied, than to suppose 
their loss at all. If then we add these two verses, 1664 comes 
at the foot of the right-hand page 133, which will sufficiently 
account for its mutilation, and the headlines of the eleven 
pages run thus: 1459, 1480, 1500, 1521, 1542, 1559, 1581, 
1602, 1623, 1644, 1665. 

We saw that v. 19 of the Choephori was the last of a left- 
hand page. This must have been p. 136, for on p. 134 were at 
least seven verses of the Agamemnon. But, since 42 verses are 
required to fill pages 185 and 136, and since for that purpose 
we have but 19 verses of the Choephori, we must conclude that 
considerably more than nine verses have been lost from the 
prologue of that play, as Paley saw, comparing those of the 
Agamemnon and Eumenides. This conjecture is supported by 
another consideration. Between Agam. 1158 and Cho. 10 the 
Mediceus has lost twelve pages and the Florentinus has pre- 
served 517 verses. These 517 verses are exactly eleven pages 
of 47 verses each, leaving the twelfth page to be accounted for. 
This probably contained the missing portion of the prologue 
and perhaps also an argument, which in the archetype may 
have filled up the rest of p. 134. From p. 136 the pages run 
as follows: p. 1387, vv. 20—40; p. 138, vv. 41—61; p. 139, 
vv. 62—81; p. 140, vv. 82—102; p. 141, vv. 103—122. Thus 
verse 123 should have been at the foot of p. 141, but was in 
reality written at the foot of p. 143. From this latter place to 
the end there are 915 lines, that is, 44 pages minus nine verses. 
The Choephori ended then with the twelfth line of p. 187, the 
headlines from p. 141 onward running thus: 124 (mutilated 
owing to its position), 145, 165, 186, 206, 227, 248, 269, 290, 
311, 332, 353, 3874, 394, 415, 436, 457, 479, 499, 520, 541, 562, 
583, 604, 625, 645, 665, 686, 707, 728, 749, 770, 791, 812, 833, 
855, 876, 896, 917, 938, 958, 979, 1000, 1021, 1042, 1063. 

The remainder of p. 187 was taken up by the subscription 
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of the Choephori and the argument of the Prometheus. This 
play, containing 1087 lines or 52 pages minus 5 verses, began 
with the first line of p. 188 and ended with the sixteenth of 
p. 239, the headlines running thus: 1, 22, 43, 64, 85, 106, 127, 
148, 169, 190, 209, 230, 251, 272, 293, 314, 335, 356, 377, 398, 
419, 440, 461, 482, 503, 524, 547, 582, 606, 631, 653, 674, 695, 
717, 738, 759, 780, 801, 822, 843, 864, 885, 906, 934, 956, 977, 
998, 1019, 1040, 1061, 1085, 1112. This play offers no indica- 
tions in the way of lacunae or mutilated verses, but the 
Kumenides, which follows, suffered mutilation in the archetype 
in a way which has most important bearings on my theory of 
the manuscript relations. The argument of this play followed 
the Prometheus on p. 239, the first line of p. 240 was the title 


+ aicyyAoy “eymenidec + 


as it is written in the Mediceus. To verse 584, dmos ériota 
THVvdEe KUpwaov Sixny, there are, including the title, 504 lines ; 
the double wuypuds and wyyos of vv. 117, 120, 123 and 126 not 
being written in separate lines but prefixed to the following 
distich, while the puypods Sdiemdods d&’s of v. 129 formed one 
line with the following AaBé AaBE AaBE AaBe, Ppafov. But 
504 lines are exactly 24 pages of 21 lines each, consequently 
v. 584 is the last of p. 263. The following 63 verses 585—647, 
that is, three pages of the archetype, are missing in the three 
manuscripts FVN. This points to loss of those three pages at 
a period posterior to the writing of the Mediceus, anterior to 
that of the manuscript from which FVN were copied. But 
how was it that only three pages of writing were lost? The 
only explanation is that the fourth was blank. When the 
scribe came to the foot of p. 263 he turned over two leaves at 
once, and thus it came to pass that vv. 585—605 were written 
on p. 266, vv. 606—626 on p. 267, vv. 627—647 on p. 268, 
while pp. 264 and 265 were left vacant. How the leaves were 
lost, though unessential, is perhaps ‘not beyond all conjecture.’ 
It may be that some later scribe, perceiving the error of the 
former one, cut out the hundred-and-thirty-third leaf, with the © 
intention of writing on p. 264 the verses which had wrongly 
been written on p. 266, and through accident (these scribes, as 
5—2 
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we all know, were a very dull lot!) cut out the hundred-and- 
thirty-fourth as well. He then put the two loose leaves back 
into the book, forgot all about them, and thus they were lost. 
When the next scribe came to copy that manuscript from which 
FVN are derived, the verses were not to be found. Happily 
for us the Mediceus had long been written. 

The Eumenides contained altogether 914 lines, of which the 
first 504 were written, as we saw, on pages 240—263: the 
remaining 410 require 20 pages less 10 verses, and as the first 
of these pages was p. 266, the play finished with the eleventh 
verse of p. 265. The headlines ran thus throughout the whole 
play: title, 21, 42, 63, 84, 105, 131, 152, 182, 208, 224, 245, 268, 
289, 311, 338, 372, 403, 424, 445, 466, 487, 522, 562, 585, 606, 
627, 648, 668 (667 b having been lost at the foot of the pre- 
ceding page), 689, 710, 731, 752, 773, 800, 827, 851, 872, 895, 
916, 947, 977, 1009, 1034. Page 286 began with the heading 

YmO0EcIC TON ETTA ETT OHBac, 
which was followed by the short argument in four lines and 
the list of dramatis personae in three lines as given by the 
Medicean. With these eight lines added the play contains 930 | 
lines, that is 45 pages less 15 lines, so that the play ran to the , 
sixth verse of p. 330. To v. 204 there are 189 lines so that the 
said verse came at the foot of p. 294, where I believe that it 
suffered mutilation. I would, in order to supply é«Xetzew with 
an object, write add’ oty Oeods dadytoyc aAovens TodEOS 
€xreltrewv Novos. The cause of the ordinary reading is clear: 
the first three letters were torn away, then some corrector, 
taking toyc for the article and perhaps with a reminiscence of 
Agam. 351, wrote t7s overhead. The headlines in this play 
run as follows: title, 14, 35, 56, 77, 98, 121, 154, 179, 205, 226, 
247, 268, 303, 334, 360,381, 402, 423, 444, 465, 486, 507, 528, 
549, 570, 591, 612, 633, 654, 675, 696, 717, 741, 777, 798, 825, 
853 (874 b has been lost at the foot of this page), 875, 906, 941, 
987, 1012, 1033, 1061. Whether the argument of the Supplices 
was written on the remaining part of p. 330 or not, I do not 
know: p. 331 began with the title thus given in the Mediceus: 
ik eT-idec A-ic. yy Aoy’ which, with the 892 lines of the play, 
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makes 893 lines, or 44 pages minus ten verses; hence the 
Supplices ended with verse 11 of page 373, the headlines 
running thus: title, 29, 59, 98, 1385, 173, 198, 219, 240, 261, 
282, 303, 324, 345, 369, 390, 411, 440, 464, 485, 506, 527, 548, 
571, 592, 618, 634, 666, 708, 734, 755, 777, 802, 842, 882, 912, 
934, 955, 976, 1001, 1022, 1049, 1074. One verse in this play 
has suffered mutilation owing to its position, that is v. 368 
standing at the foot of p. 244, The unusually extensive cor- 
ruption extending through the scene between the maidens and 
the herald is perhaps owing to the fact that pages 364 and 
365, on which the greater part of that scene stood, adhered to 
one another on account of moisture or some similar cause. 
Page 374, the last of the manuscript, was, like the first, vacant. 
The reader is now probably weary of much calculation, and 
soam JI. Ido not venture to consider the above reckoning as 
in every particular correct—indeed I am only too conscious of 
its many unsure points—still I do think that in the main 
it is right, and that it has helped to make the principal point, 
namely that FVN are derived from a copy of the archetype 
later than M, fixed and certain. To my knowledge only one 
preceding critic has ventured on the task of demonstrating the _ 
number of pages in the archetype, Rudolf Merkel in his 
‘Aeschyli cod. Laurentiani Oxoniae typis expressi praefationis 
lineamenta’ Dec. 1870, but his results are uncertain and 
reached by dubious methods. In his copy of -the Oxford 
reprint—a book which, by the way, was of great help to me in 
my calculation—now in my possession, exist still the notes of 
his reckoning, which however, as I have no desire to ruin my 
eyesight by endeavouring to read cramped German hand- 
writing, I have not given myself the trouble to decipher. 





It may not be amiss at the end of this inquiry to sum up 
the results shortly. They are as follows: At some time during 
the tenth century there was brought to Byzantium a manuscript, 
written in uncial letters, and containing the seven tragedies 
of Aeschylus in the following order: Persae, Agamemnon, 
Choephori, Prometheus, Eumenides, Septem adversus Thebas, 
Supplices. The manuscript consisted of 374 pages, of which 
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the first and last according to custom, the 264th and 265th owing 
to accident, were left blank, the remaining pages containing 
each twenty-one verses. Of this manuscript two copies were 
made, of neither of which the priority can be determined: one 
of these now exists in the Laurentian library at Florence, 
desk xxx1I, MS 9, of the other a copy survives in the library of 
S. Mark at Venice, desk xc1, MS 4. At a later time leaves 
133 and 134 of the archetype were lost, with the result that in 
a copy made after that loss, verses 585—647 of the Eumenides 
were missing. This copy no longer survives, but three manu- 
scripts derived from it are still in existence, one in the 
Laurentian library, desk xxx1, MS 8, another in the library of 
S. Mark, xci. 5, the third in the Farnese library at Naples, I. E. 
5, in all of which the said verses are wanting. Of these the 
last manuscript has been throughout most audaciously corrected 
and interpolated. The later manuscripts are copied either 
from any one of these three sources (mostly from the Mediceus) 
or from them all together, as in the case of the later copies of 
the Persae, Prometheus, and Seven against Thebes. The 
manuscript used by Robortello for his edition of 1552, now lost, 
_ was a copy of the Mediceus but contained annotations from 
some source which I am unable to determine. 

The story of the bringing of the Mediceus to Italy is well 
known. With regard to the codex Bessarionis, I would hazard 
the guess that it was brought over from Greece by that same 
Aurispa to whom Niccold Niccoli owed the Mediceus; for 
Dindorf says (note to p. V of Teubner’s edition): ‘De Ioanne 
Aurispa Siculo comparanda Ambrosii ad eum epistola, in qua 
Ambrosius libros sacros ea Byzantino in Siciliam ab Aurispa 
transmissos memorat. Maioris momenti Aurispae ipsius ad 
Ambrosium epistola est, in qua scriptorum profanorum volumina 
ex Graecia allata Venetiis se habere scribit ducenta et duo de 
quadraginta...Quorum librorum pars aliqua inter eos esse 
videtur qui nunc in Bibliotheca Marciana servantur, inscripto 
“Tia Bnocapiwvos.”’ | 

Tantum est. Whether the theory here set forth be true 
or not,and if it is true, whether it be of much use or not for the 
restoration of the text of Aeschylus, I now give others the 
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opportunity to decide. In any case the codes Mediceus remains 
our first authority, and the number of passages in which the 
other families of MSS are of use in determining the reading is 
by no means nearly so great as those in which we could depend 
upon the former alone. Still a few such passages have been 
pointed out above, others are easily to be found, and I am 
conscious of a belief, and perhaps also of a wrong-headed kind 
of hope, that a better collation of the other families will bring 
many more such to light. I must also point out certain 
passages wherein the reading of the second hand in M agrees 
with that of the first hand in the other manuscripts, and where 
the practical result of this theory would be to keep us from 
following the first hand of M as if it were, if not the whole 
truth, at least as much of it as we could get. I will give one 
instance. In Theb. 302 M has by the first hand cata piyrorrdov 
arav éuBarovtes, by the second xal trav xTX., in agreement 
with all other manuscripts, including B and V. Dr Verrall 
follows the first hand, saying ‘The preposition is adverbial and 
constructed with éuBardvtes, quasi xatewBardvres. I do not 
venture to say that this is incorrect, but I would point out that 
the consensus of all the manuscripts would seem to indicate 
kat Tay as the archetypal reading, and that KATA is a very 


easy error for KAITA. 

But the matter is now off my hands, and it is probable that 
I shall not again return to it. It is now for others to decide 
concerning the truth and value of my theory; it cost me no 
small amount of time and labour, balanced by the interest we 
all find in solving a difficult problem and—why should I not 
confess it?—the vain pleasure arising from the (perhaps 
deceptive) consciousness of having been the first to find the 
truth where many had sought it. 


CHR. BRENNAN. 





PROPERT. IV. 3. 35—38. 


Et disco qua parte fluat uincendus Araxes 
Quot sine aqua Parthus milia currat ecus. 

Cogor et e tabula pictos ediscere mundos 
Qualis et thaec docti sit positura dei. 


Hoeufft conj. Dahae for dei. Rightly, I think, as regards 
the people meant, the Scythian Dahae, Vergil’s Indomitique 
Dahae (Aen. vu. 728). Mela 1. 1. 13 Dahae super Scythas 
Scytharumque deserta. ib. 11. 5 § 42 (Oxos) iuata Dahas primum 
inflectitur cursuque ad septentrionem conuerso inter Amardos et 
Paesicas os aperit. This people is identified by a writer in the 
Dict. Geog. with the Dat of Herodotus 1. 125, and this form of 
the gen. singular I suppose to have been written by the poet. 

Then haec docti will be educti, the elevated Daan: a good 
word to describe the northern heights of Scythia, and perfectly 
illustrated by Vergil’s (G. 1. 240, 1) 


Mundus ut ad Scythiam Rhipaeasque arduus arces 
Consurgit, premitur Libyae devexus ad Austros. 


ROBINSON ELLIS. 


i in le i i i el a ee i ee = 


ENNIUS ANN. 307—310. 


Scitus, secunda loquens in tempore, commodus, uerbum 
Paucum, multa tenens antiqua sepulta uetustas 

+Quae facit et mores ueteresque nouosque tenentem 
Multorum ueterum leges diuumque hominumque. 


Among the conjectures proposed to remove the difficulty of 
this passage, I do not find any suggestion that tenentem may be 
an error for tenentum. If this was so, Quae might be retained 
as accus. plural, depending on fecezt, which I elicit from the 
facit et of the MSS. of Gellius. The construction would be 
tenens multa antiqua sepulta quae fecert uetustas tenentum mores 
ueteresque nouosque, ‘a store-house of much that was old and 
forgotten, of things done by an older generation of men who 
observed the customs of the past equally with those of newer 
times. Multorum ueterum leges seems to be a further expan- 
sion of mores ueteresque nouosque, not only customs, but laws 
which went back to immemorial antiquity and in some cases 
were alleged to be instituted by the Gods themselves. 


ROBINSON ELLIS. 


SCALIGER’S UNPUBLISHED EMENDATIONS IN 
NONIUS (continued). 


P. 267 32 (colligere) “Oonfligere N.” So Mercier in a 
manuscript note in his first edition; f. confligere, and in the 
printed text of his second. 

274 19 (convertere) “ eahakee NN.” He adds “‘(con- 
venire) et’, v.c. Scaligert.” (See Miiller’s apparatus.) 

278 18 “Demere, demam, demere, demitur N.” ‘Demam’ 
recte libri Plauti says Miiller. 

279 4 (persuade) “ Pervade N.” So Miiller. 

“(Haud) transeas” N. 

280 2 (Caecilius) “Caelius, Sc.” So Mercier in his second 
edition. 

280 36 (in id) “Init. N.” So MS ap. Barth., Quicherat. 

282 2 (domina) “ Dominia S.” 

284 16 (rationem paret) “ Ratio rem valet N.” 

286 28, 29 (existimatio nomen) “WN. existimationem 
meam.” 

(referat) “ Referant N.” 

300 13 (cedere) “Cadere N”: so Mercier in manuscript 
note to ed. 1, and in the printed text of ed. 2. Quicherat and 
Miiller follow. 

300 32 (quin totam purges, debelles me atque dewras) 
“Quin te tu purges, detergas, meque deuras N.” 

301 9 (nervos omnes eligat) “ Nervos eliget omnes N.” 

302 7 (item) “Ignis N.” So Brisson ap. Quich. 

307 14 (ut queam) “Ut non queam 8S.” At si, a late 
emendation of his, is not in these notes. 

321 81 (audi) “ Audio 8.” 

322 7 (ibis) “ Civis 8.” Civis also Delbene, in a MS note 
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quoted by Quicherat: Mercier in a manuscript note to his first 
edition, and in the notes, but not the text, of his second. 

325 6 (cum iste ilico, id est in ewm locum) “Cum isti (id 
est wistr) rlico. Llico, 1d est in eo loco. Naevius. N.” (‘ Ilico, 
im eo loco, ita scripsi, quum libri haberent ‘in eo loco,’ Mercier 
in ed, 2.) 

325 32 (Sallustius Iugurtha) “Sic lego, Sallust. Iu- 
gurtha, ubr.” 

332 43 (sermonem satus) “Sermonem eius, Sc.” (“ Lego 
‘sermones etus.” Mercier in margin of first edition: in Plauto 
melius ‘sermonem eius’ in the note in his second.) 

333 1 (hoc et) “ Hine et, Sc.” (‘ Hinc’ conj. vir doctus in 
margine Iuni: quod ipse scripseram, Quicherat.) 

335 33 (Sallust. Cati. ib. I.) “L. Cicero in Cat. primo, 
N.” (So Mercier in a manuscript note to his first edition, and 
the text of his second.) 

336 28 “S lacte.” So in his Conjectanea p. 158: Mercier 
in the margin of his first edition writes ic. lacte, and scribe 
‘lacte’ in the notes to his second. 

339 24 (et) “Te.” (So afterwards Passerat.) 

340 25 (wrtutris haec tuae artis) “S; haec virtutis tuae 
atque artis.” (So Corpet and Miiller.) 

342 17 (maneas ad his etc.) “An ‘abeas ab his, An te 
exilio mactent Pelopis ex terminis:’? SSS.” 

342 33 “Tacite, 8.” So Conjectanea p. 87. 

344 13 (nescio quid non est hoc merum) “N. ‘merum’ 
hic forte pro‘mirum’ positum, et sic emaculandus locus: ‘Nescio. 
A. Quid? B. Non est hoc merum quod hic plorat.” 

344 33,36 (dwm miles hibernas etc.) “S.S.S. Dum miles 
Ibera In terra aera meret tres ex aetate quast annos.” (annos 
hic errat) “S.S.S.S. Annos hic terra iam plures miles Ibera 
Nobiscum meret.” Both emendations appear in Mercier’s second 
edition ; the last also in Palmier’s Spicilegiwm p. 167 (a. 1580). 

347 31 (sequatur) “ Sectetur S.” 

352 29 (cassam) “ Caussam NV.” 

| 353 35 “N.N. Coaluerunt hic duo fragmenta Sallusti, 
perperamque meo quidem iudicio, sic disjungenda. ‘Et vam 
ante Iugurthae filia Boccho nupserat: verum ea necessitudo, 
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Idem Catilina, ‘ Praeterea necessitudo, quae etiam timidos fortes 


fact. Idem Iugurthae bello.” (So Mercier in his second 
edition ; Quicherat says from Nicolas Faber.) 

355 18 (fere) “ F. ferro, N.” 

355 29 “F. ‘swpersedeas agere, ut ne imane’ N. Tu, Dne 
Scrivert, judica.” This must be Alexander Schryver, not Peter, 
who was born in 1575. 

357 2 (puerr) “S. puelli.” 

357 9 (altais) “Achaeis S.” 

358 5 (haec...... domive). “Ht. te 8.” This is quoted by 
Quicherat as scriptum in margine Iunit: is it then possible that 
the Meermann volume got into the hands of some Parisian 
scholar? The emendation is also written on the margin of 
Mercier’s first edition: in his second Mercier has ac...domé te. 

358 9 (non amatorem olim defensorem per eum volet) 
“ Leg. ‘nunc’: ‘rerwm’ vel ‘Chaeream.” (Nune Mercier in his 
second edition.) 

361 25 “Unam, S”: and so again in the Catalecta. 

364 7 (sed ut ipsi sew animum etc.) “Sed ut ipst saeva 
numium periclitantur, videant quid se putent esse facturos N.” 

365 17 (regere) “ F. tegere: N.” (and so Lipsius). 

369 41 (putem) “ Forte ‘putent.’” 

370 16 (Synaristosis. Heri etc.) “ Hetaerista. Scis heri, 
Sc.” 

373 2 (haec faciant) “ Fort. ‘ ecfaciant.’” 

378 19 (nunc sancta) “ Samnita 8.” 

378 23 (premens) “Permensa S.” (and so Columna, a. 
1590.) 

381 17 (melior remis) “Ergo Nonius legit in Virgilio 
‘melior remus. ‘Remiges’ Plautus vocat navales pedes.” 

382 13 (hwmorem) “‘ Humore,’ Delrio, Sc.” 

386 30 (laeta wir) “‘ Laetavisti’ omnino legendum est, 
quemadmodum adducitur supra” (p. 1382) “in ‘Laetare’” So 
afterwards Passerat (ap. Quich.) and Mercier in his second 
edition. 

391 41 (quanti) “Quanti N.” Attributed to Gulielmus ; 
but I cannot find it either in his Verisimilia or his Plautinae 
Quaestiones. 
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392 22 (possunt) “Possum N.” So Mercier in the MS 
notes to his first edition, from V (i.e. vetus codex), and in his 
second edition. 

392 26 (visum est mani mihi) “ N. virum aestimavi mihi.” 

393 31 (huc) “ Huic N.” 

394 3 (ewm vires) “Cum wiris N. Cum viro C” (ie. 
Cujas’ MS). Quicherat quotes cwm viris from Cujas. 

397 41 (hoc) “huc N.” So Turnebus, and Guyet ap. Quich. 

398 24 (vates) “F. votis.” So Bongars, notes to Justin 24 
5 (p. 60), and Mercier in his second edition. 

398 33. (habere, ulcisct) “ habere atque ulcisci, Sc.” 

422.15 (legatum) “F. levatum N.” So Passerat ap. Quich., 
Mercier in the MS notes to his first edition and the text of his 
second. | 

423 5 (am se veritatem) “F. incivilitatem N.” 

426 3 (exvoratus) “F. exortus N.” So Mercier in his 
second edition. 

427 5 (citer) “ Teter, Sc.,” and so Passerat ap. Quicherat. 
But afterwards Scaliger conj. ecterus. 

430 2 (unde sacrificantibus) “ F. unde a sacrificantibus N.” 

434 9 (profesto concelebras) “Profesto et festo concelebras, 
Se.” 

434.13 (tutwm) “ Tum ut, Se.” 

438 7 (annuere) Scaliger would expunge the word. 

445 7 (heu mihi) “ Hei mi N.” Ei Mercier in MS note in 
his first edition, and in the text of his second. 

445 9 (Hurysacem) “Eurysace 8.” So Passerat ap. Quich. 

447 23 “Sc. ‘sicco robore, vel ‘probrose.”  Sicco robore is 
known. 

449 19 (animata in Junius) “Inanimata N, ut ex ea- 
emplis patet”: so Ald. before him. 

450 24 “Sc. Mallem ‘cincinnis, qua ratione etiam drat 
‘calamistratam orationem.”  Cincinnos, cincinnis Quicherat, 
from Cic. De Or. 3 § 100. 

451 16 (regi) “ Lego, ‘legi’ N.” 

452 6 (superficias) “ Supercilia, Sc.” 

453 19 (habent) “‘Habebant’ ex Sallustio legendum.” So 
ed, 1470, and afterwards Quicherat. 
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455 13 (tantum uti Junius) “ Tanti viri N.” 

455 20 (barba) “ Barbato N”: and so Passerat. 

456 1 (excorde) “ Eaporge 8.” Malo ‘exporge, Mercier in 
MS note to his first edition: and he adopts it in his second. 

458 24 “Quam sympathiam labia et oculi haberent, quid 
imaginum interesset puerum utrum e. d. is verus an povos épws 
ac purus dum cogito S.S.S. 8.” 

464 7 (tactus) “ Aestus N.” 

465 13 (Claudius lib. avi. Agni) “N. Annali.” “Lego avi | 
Annal.” Mercier MS note to his first edition, and in the | 
printed note in his second. | 

466 5 (dolentis persona eos parentes cares) , “ Illud ‘do- | 
lentis persona’ interpretamentum .Nonw est. Ego lego ‘meos 
parentes careo.”. So Mercier in his second edition. 

467 22* (alte) “ F. alitem N.” 

467 36 (viget, vagat) “Induco ro ‘viget, quoniam in ». l. 
non reperitur, mhilque ad sensum facit.” So Mercier in his 
second edition. 

467 31 (Cadmi devagant) “Cadmides 8.” Cadmeide 
Mercier in MS note to his first edition, and in the text of his 
second, 

467 29 “N. Quid tandem ubi ea est? Quo se receptat (for 
quod recepta) exul. N. incerta vagat.” Fortasse “ quo” Mercier 
in MS note to his first edition, but not in the text of his second. 

468 26 (atque) “ Utque, Sc.” And so recently Miiller. 

469 20 (et quam) “ Aequam, Sc.”; and so Fruterius and 
others. 

469 23 (ordine) “ Ordina N.” 

472 20 (te) “Sese, Sc.” 

473 7 (neque, ete. cor) “ Neque Cor tam ferum, Se.” 

473 16 (sine) “ Sibi, Sc.” 

474 34 (privem) “Iuvem N.” 

475 2 (sit sed tamen) “ Stet tamen N.” 

475 12 (corrige) “ Porrige N. Sic quoque edidit Delrio.” 
Quicherat quotes several other scholars as having made this 
correction. 


* This and the three following notes are printed in the order given by 
Junius, 
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475 15 (O soci) “Nune O socii S.”; making an anapaestic 
line, 

475 19 (prologo) “ Prologus, Sc.” 

475 35 (ego praestolabo illi, eo citante opicium) “ Ego 
praestolabo illic ut sit anted ostium N.” Oscitans ante ostium, 
- Bothe. 

479 16 (ansatus) “‘Comatus’ Sc. ‘conatus’ M. C.” (meus 
codex). 

480 26 (aut ambos mira aut noli mirare de eodem) 
“ Locum hune corruptum esse autumo, sicque restituendum ; ‘Aut 
ambos mira aut noli mirare. Idem eodem’; ut sequens exem- 
plum omissum sit.” Idem eodem afterwards Roeper. 

481 16 (hb. V) “Quinto S.”; and so 482 31. In quinto 
Mercier in MS note to his first edition, and in the text of his 
second. Quinto Quicherat. 

482 10 (non tam calleo) Scaliger would expunge non tam. 

483 12 (si me) “‘Sive.” Ita lego.” 

483 36 (alo) “Albo, XNevKdrALvos, Sc.” Albo Faber ap. 
Quich. 

484 19 (senatis) “F. senatuis N.” So Mercier in his 
second edition. 

489 29 (qui hoc hic clamoris) Scaliger would expunge 
hoe. 

490 18 (inscitia, ferocitate atque ferocia) Scaliger would 
expunge ferocitate. | 

490 28 (detundite) “ Deturbata 8.” 

494 1 (ac ducentum) “ Atque, Scal.’ So Bouterwek ap. 
L. Miiller. 

495 20 (vim citatam quadrupedum) “ Vim incitatum quad- 
rupedum NV.” 

496 28 (oratum peteret) “ F. et petere.” 

496 31 (fier contumeliam cuius a te veretur maaime) 
« Leg. ‘contumeliam a te, cuius veretur maxime.’ N. N.” 

498 8 (Locrorum) “Ff. lucorum.” So afterwards Biicheler 
ap. Ribbeck. 

498 10 (capi sortiri) “F. capitis potiri”; but afterwards 
he conjectured captus. Captus potiri Ianus Dousa. 

498 11 The words idem libro octavo Scaliger would cut 
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out, and then join the words quarwm et abundemus rerum et | 


quarum indigeamus to the line from book 6, thus: “ N. Possim 
st hortarier illos Quarum et abundemus etc. Capitis potirt he 
would thus treat as a separate note of Nonius. 

498 25 (gesserint) “ Lego ‘cesserint’ N.” So Lipsius. 

500 3 (misereor saepe studitos volo) “Forte ‘ Misereri 
saepe stupidos volo.” 

500 15 (tn solum) “ N. in os.” 

500 25 (minuendi refert res) “Minuendi quaeque refert 
res, Scal.” 

500 27 (ret quae resistit) “ Reique resistit N.” So Gifa- 
nius, quoted by Mercier in the MS note to his first edition. 

501 5 (omne nomen Ilium par nemo) “Scaliger: ‘par 
neminis.’” 

501 13 (hominem) “ Hominum 8.” So Mercier in MS 
note to his first edition, and in the text of his second. 

502 12 (inibo) “‘Inhio’ lego N.” So Passerat and 
Faber ap. Quich. and from Passerat Mercier in MS note to 
ed. 1, and in ed. 2. | 

504 19 (puerwmque ut laverent) “ Laverunt, Sc.” 

505 3 (aura) “Aula N.” This is known from his Con- 
jectanea 69, p. 113. 

505 35, 506 1 (audibo pro audiam, Ennius Telamone, 
‘more antiquo audibo’) “Legendwm ‘ Audibo pro audiam more 
antiquo Ennius Telam. Audibo atque aures tibi contra utendas 
dabo.’” Audibo pro audiam more antiquo Gothofred. ap. Quich., 
and Quicherat himself Atque for neque ed. 1470. 

506 8 (primum fulgit uti caldum et fornaceum ferrum) 
“ Lego ‘Primum f. uti c. ex fornacibus ferrum. Vel ‘ calidum 
fornacibus ferrum.” ea fornacibus Dousa and Passerat. 

507 32 (pater at est negato esse, hic me operibo caput) 
“Schegkius, ‘ Pater .adest.’ N. ‘St. (? St. St. 2) negato esse hic 
me, 0. c.” 

509 20 (disertim dicere plane, palam Titinnio auctore 
possumus Veliterna). Lucillio Scaliger from the MSS, and 
Titinnius Veliterna. 

510 9 (nunc te obtestor) “ Nunc ted obtestor, Sc.” 

510 18 (crudeliter ille) “ F. alli N.” 
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512 18 (quam duriter vos educavit atque aspere, non negat) 
“Quam duriter Vos educavit aspereque, non negat S.” So 
Quicherat. 

512 35 (quoniam) “ Lego ‘ quam.” 

514 18 (equo) “ Aequore N.” 

515 30 (trabem) “ Trahere, Sc.” 

516 21 (duos sensim) “ Sessim, Sc.” 

517 18 (nam) “F. eam.” Miiller proposes iam. 

518 34 (Pedius) “ L. Sc. ‘ Delius.” 

520 25 (modica sunt) “ L. ‘modica sunto’ N.” 

528 5 (vel ad Herculis athla athletae) “Forte 76 ‘ad’ 
inducendum.” 

528 25 (hic Demetrius est natus quod luces habet annus 
absolutus) “Epigramma Varronis sic legendum est. <‘ Hic 
Demetrius aestimatus est tot aeneas tot*  Quot luces habet annus 
absolutus. Sc. Scalig.”” Subsequently, in the Catalecta, he 
wrote Hic Demetrius aeneus tot aptust ete. 

531 24 (a forno) “ Meurs. ‘formo, sed ante te Scaliger.” 

533 8 (arte) “Arce N.” 

534 23) (in als domini delicias faselo nactum tonsili remo 
vilem flictam solvit) Tunius conj. alius...nactus tonsillas litore 
movit, conflictum etc. Scaliger says Suspicor ‘ Deinde’ (vel 
‘domini’) delicias faselo nactus tonsillas litore movit, constric- 
tam solvit. 

534 29 (andicit) “ F. incidit.” So Mercier in the MS note 
to his first edition, and in the text of his second. 

535 10 (fides) “ Obsides, Scal.” 

536 5 (ancorae) “Anconae Sc.”; but on second thoughts. 
he writes “ Lege ‘ Ancona, vincula quibus antennae tenentur, ut 
nomen pluralis numeri tantum. Utitur de bove (? cervo) Gratius 
in Cynegetico (87) 

‘ast ubt lentae 
Interdum Inbyco fucantur sandice pinnae, 
Linteaque extritis lucent anconibus arma.’ N.” 


(vel omnia) “ Velum, Se.” (vela Tunius). 
536 7 (funis enim praecisus cito atque ancora soluta) 
“ Oito est Sc. Ancora penultima longa, aut legendum est ‘ ora.’” 
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536 9 (pro gubernator) “Leg. progubernatore.” The con- 
jecture is older than Scaliger, for Bentinus says hic me alicubt 
ste legisse memini ‘Qui pro gubernatore se gerens. The reading 
does not, so far as I see, occur in any of the older editions. 

536 27 (sordidwm) “ F. sordidulum.” So Ianus Dousa. 

537 30 (venusta) “Venustet: N.” 

538 15 (suspendit Laribus marinas molles pilas) “ S.S.SS. 
Suspendit Laribus marinis monilia, lapillos.” Marinis Turne- 
bus ap. Quich. 

538 30 (cum neque aptam mollis humeris fibulam sagus 
ferret) “F. ‘mollibus.” Vel ‘Cum neque apte mollis hwmerus 
fibulam sagt ferret’ N.” 

538 31 (sagaria nunc) “‘ Saga induunt’ Colerus: ‘nwme- 
rat, Scal.” 

539 7 (cubo in Sardinia ista pedibus) Iunius conj. eubo 
in Sardinianis tapetibus. “Sardinianis incubo tapetibus, Se.” 

539 14 (diffingitur) “Diffingetur, Sc. Detingitur: forte 
‘ detingit.’” 4 

541 11 (fluvit) “In aliis ‘ flumina’: forsan ‘ flaminiae’ 8.” 

542 11 (in omnibus rebus bonis quotidianis cubo in Sardi- 
niams tapetibus) “ Quotidianis omnibus rebus bonis Sandinianis 
incubo tapetibus. S.S.S.” | 

543 5 (aula vel olla) “ Legendum ‘aula vel ola, quam nos 
ollam dicimus. Veteres enim litteras non geminabant, ut notat 
Festus in hac ipsa voce.” Vel ola was afterwards proposed by 
Roth. 

543.10 (Vulcanum, nec cum novae etc.) “Ne novae N.” 
“Qlarun N.” 

543 17 (solvenda) “ Sorbenda, Sc.” 

544 26 (tamen tum) “ Temetum, Se.” 

545 16 (Plautus) “ Laberius N.” 

547 27 (populo nobiliwm Tarentinarum) “ Pocula nobilium 
toreumatum Sc. Veteres enim omnes ‘hunce Tarentarium. ” 

551 27 (rei quos) Reliquos Bentinus : “Se. reiculos.” Rei- 
culos also L. Miiller. 

553 10 (quem sequuntur cum rotundis velites leves palmis) - 
“ Lego ita. Sc. ‘Quem cum rutundis velites leves parmis Insigni- 
bus sequuntur antesignant Multi quadratis.’” 
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554 9 (sparos lanceae) “ Lego, ‘ Sparus et lanceae.’” 

55414 (ac sibi restitur et hastas) “ Lege ex Sallustio, ‘At 
si res postulet, hastas’ NV.” 

556 6 (matertera gravia bellica) “Materes tela grandia, 
Sc. FF. ‘tela Gallica’” And at the top of the page he adds 
Strabo de Gallor. armis lib. IV, cat pépes waXtod te €idos. l. Kal 
parepis: compendium scripturae locum corrupit. 

556 9 (manipult spartei pice contectr) “ F. ‘parte pice.” 


HENRY NETTLESHIP. 


The notes contained in the foregoing pages were the last 
work which came from the hand of the late Professor Nettle- 
ship. They were written out during the early stages of the 
illness which terminated in his lamented death, and after they 
were in type he was unable to revise the proof. They have 
not therefore had the benefit of his accurate supervision, but 
Professor J. E. B. Mayor, with his usual kindness, has seen 
them through the press. [dd.] 





THE MANUSCRIPTS OF PROPERTIUS (continued). 


§ 16. DV and AF equidistant from 0. 


I have now established that DV often preserve the reading 
of O where AF corrupt it, and on the other hand that AF often 
preserve it where DV corrupt it: here follow passages where the 
reading of O is preserved by neither family but is diversely 
corrupted in each and must be recovered by comparing the two. 
These examples constitute additional evidence for my contention 
that neither DV nor AF can be dispensed with. 


Iii 23, 24, 


non illis studium uulgo conquirere amantes: 
illis ampla satis forma pudicitia. 


conquirere DVN, aquirere AF. Propertius in this poem re- 
proves Cynthia for the richness of her dress: beauty is best 
unadorned: it was not by any such finery that the heroines of 
story won their lovers but by their native charms; and then 
follow the above lines. What ‘uulgo conquirere amantes’ 
would mean we can see from Ter. haut. 446 sq. ‘ea coacta 
ingratiis | postilla coepit uictum uolgo quaerere’: the sense of 
the hexameter will be that the ancient heroines were not 
streetwalkers, Cynthia is! small wonder that Eldick altered 
uulgo to fuco. The pentameter and the whole tenour of the 
context shew what sense is wanted: the heroines did not try to 
win lovers by any addition to their beauty: we require something 
like the ‘ mercatus cultus’ of v. 5 ‘naturaeque decus mercato 
perdere cultu’ and the ‘falsus candor’ of v. 19 ‘nee Phrygium 
falso traxit candore maritum...Hippodamia’. Now the source 
of the divergency of the mss I find in anquirere, corrupted on 
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the one hand into conqwirere by the frequent error co for a, on 
the other into aquirere by the abbreviation @ for an. Then for 
uulgo, remembering that f and w are often confused (IV ix 34 
uana for fana) and that the compendium for re is often omitted 
(Sen. Ag. 161 dango for languore), I propose fulgore : 


non illis studium fulgore anquirere amantes. 


1xu 19. 
mi neque amare aliam neque ab hac desvstere fas est. 


desistere F, dissistere AN, discedere DV. Either the first or 
the last. may be right, but it is perhaps most scientific to 
seek the origin of these variations in Heinsius’ desciscere. 


iI xiv 5. nec sic Electra, salwwm cum aspexit Orestem. 


saluum cum FN, suum saluwm DV: the latter is of course 
corrupt but probably points to the order cum saluum: this 
rhythm, the third foot ending with the end of a word, is 
common enough in Propertius but avoided by the Ovidian 
school with whose principles the copyists are imbued. 


II xiv 29—382. 


nunc ad te, mea lux, ueniet mea litore nauis 
seruata. an mediis sidat honusta uadis ? 

quod si forte aliqua nobis mutabere culpa 
uestibulum iaceam mortuus ante tuum. 


an FN,in DV. quod DVN, quae F. Propertius in this poem 
exults over the past night which has reconciled him to Cynthia 
after a long exclusion: he promises to render thankofferings at 
the shrine of Venus: then follow these verses and conclude 
the elegy. The above pointing, with its absurd interrogation, is 
Hertzberg’s: I forbear to quote his long paraphrase since it is 
sufficiently refuted by the fact that it obliges him to render 
the quod of v. 31 (quae is of course impossible with his reading) 
as if it were nam. Baehrens punctuates ‘nunc ad te, mea lux, 
ueniet, mea litore nauis | seruata an mediis sidat honusta 
uadis’, which will apparently mean ‘nunc ad te ueniet mea. 
nauis, siue litore seruata sidat siue mediis uadis honusta sidat’! 
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The conjectures, some of which assume that ‘uenire litore”’ 


can mean ‘uenire ad litus’, are very numerous, but only those of 
Heinsius and D’Orville are any improvement on the text: I 
give the latter as the less violent: ‘ nunc in te (sc. ‘ est’ or ‘ stat’), 
mea lux, weniat sua litora nauis | seruata, an mediis sidat 
honusta uadis’: the sense is good but the changes very im- 
probable. I think the variation of the Mss between an and in 
will help us to a much easier emendation : | 


nunc a! te, mea lux, pendet, mea litore nauis 
soluat, an in mediis sidat honusta uadis. 


Propertius is now embarked on a new voyage of love: it rests 
with Cynthia whether his ship as it starts shall clear the shore 
or founder in the shoals. The error uentet for pendet comes 
from the frequent confusion of p with w even in MSS much 
older than ours, Horace’s for instance; the interchange of 
soluo and seruo is easy and probably recurs at 11 xxvii 14; 
then when seruatanin became seruata an in the metre 
required the extrusion of one word, and the one family 
omitted in, the other an. In the next verse I read quae 
with F: this connexive use of the relative is not common 
when it denotes the first or second person, but it is never- 
theless quite correct: Ovid met. Ix 64 ‘qui postquam...sinuaut 
corpus’, 383 sqq. ‘care uale coniunx, et tu, germana, paterque. | 
qui (altered, just as in Propertius, to guod by the second hand 
of one MS), si qua est pietas,...frondes defendite nostras’. The 
quod of DVN appears to be irreconcilable with all readings of 
vv. 29 sq. yet proposed. 


Il xxii 49, 50. 


et rursus puerum quaerendo audita fatigat, 
quem, quae scire timet, quaerere plura iubet. 


plura DV, fata F, N omits the verse. The lines describe the 
conduct of a lover ‘speranti subito si qua uenire negat.’ The 


‘quaerere’ of the pentameter has plainly come from the ‘quae- 


rendo’ overhead and has ousted some such word as ‘ promere’: 
the suspicious lover questions his messenger again and again as 


1 a is given by one interpolated ms. 








~ 
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to what he has observed at the lady’s house. The plura of DV 
is faultless, but that will not content a scientific critic who 
notices that F has fata: he requires the common parent of the 
two readings; and this Mr Palmer finds in furta. The words 
furta facta fata are so much confounded in medieval Mss that 
when our text gives one we may take whichever we please of 
the three: at 1111 4 N has fata for furta. Then on the other 
hand furta closely resembles purla which would infallibly be 
altered to plura. The appropriateness of the word, ‘infidelities’, 
is evident. 


Il xxix 41. sic ego tam sancti custos recludor amoris. 


custos recludor DV, custodis rector F, custode reludor N: none 
of these is defensible and the conjectures proposed are many. 
Propertius is relating how he stole to Cynthia’s bedside to see 
if she were alone: she was, and on awaking upbraided him 
with his suspicions, ‘quid tu matutinus, ait, speculator 
amicae? | me similem uestris moribus esse putas?’ and so on. 
Burmann proposes custos eludor: perhaps custos deludor will 
best explain the phenomena in the mss: ‘thus I prove a fool 
for my pains in spying on my virtuous mistress’: this sense of 
‘custos’ is abundantly illustrated in the lexicons. 


Il xxxil 33—40. 


ipsa Venus, quamuis corrupta libidine Martis, 
nec minus in caelo semper honesta fuit, 

quamuis Ida [Parim] pastorem dicat amasse 
atque inter pecudes accubuisse deam. 

hoc et Hamadryadum spectauit turba sororum 
Silenique senes et pater ipse chori, 

cum quibus Idaeo legisti poma sub antro 
subposita excipiens Naica dona manu. 


hoc DVN, non F. In this passage as it stands the ‘legisti’ of 
v. 39 is nonsense: this poem is addressed to Cynthia; but 
Cynthia never went applegathering on Ida with Silenus and 
the Hamadryads and the rest. Venus did; and therefore it is 
rightly held that Propertius here diverts his address to Venus ; 
but the mode in which the Mss make him do so is wrongly 
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defended, and is libellously described as ‘ Propertian’. From " 


the practice of authors whose Mss are good and early we learn 
that either a vocative or a personal pronoun is required in 
such cases; and here instead of hoc or non I would write 
uos: ‘thou, Venus, and thy lover were seen by the Hama- 
dryads...with whom thou gatheredst’ ete. The same correction 
of hoc to wos is to be made in Cat. 36 9: ‘annales Volusi, 
cacata charta, | uotum soluite pro mea puella. | nam...uouit... 
electissima pessimi poetae | scripta tardipedi deo daturam...et 
hoc pessima se puella uidit...uouere’. ‘pessima’ here can have 
no other meaning than ‘pessimi’ just above, that is to say 
it must be neut. plur. and mean ‘pessima scripta’: hoe there- 
fore cannot be right. But neither can the old correction haec. 
Catullus began by addressing the ‘annales’, and not until v. 11 
‘nunc, 0 caeruleo creata ponto’ does he divert his address 
to anyone else: thenceforward he addresses Venus throughout 
seven verses, and at v. 18 with ‘at uos interea’ returns to the 
‘annales’ again. The poem is short and is composed with 
much artifice ; and I call it incredible that at v. 9 he should so 
have lost his way as to forget he was addressing the ‘annales’ 
and to speak of them in the third person. hoc then should 
be wos, 


Il xxxiv 51—54. 


harum nulla solet rationem quaerere mundi, 
nec cur fraternis luna laboret equis, 

nec si post Stygias aliquid restauerit undas, 
nec si consulto fulmina missa tonent. 


restauerit undas DV, restabit ertipnas F; restahit N, whose 
scribe knew the quantity of erwmpnas or aerwmnas and ac- 
cordingly left it out. wndas of course is right, but the form 
restauerit is impossible in an Augustan writer. The vulgate is 
Wassenberg’s restabimus wndas, a very rough alteration; and 
instead of the harsh ‘aliquid restabimus’ one would look for 
something more like the ‘si tamen e nobis aliquid nisi nomen 
et umbra | restat’ of Ovid amor. 1 9 59 or the ‘si tamen 
extinctis aliquid nisi nomina restat’ of trist. IV 10 85. Now 
the divergency of the Mss would be explained to perfection by 
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supposing that the archetype had restabiterundas: DV then 
will have altered b to uw and transposed the syllables 7 and er ; 
F avoiding these errors will have altered d to p and transposed 
it with n. But this hypothetical reading wants but one letter 
to make good sense: Munro restores ‘nec si post Stygias 
aliquid rest arbiter undas’, ‘whether there is really any such 
thing as the judge on the yonder side of Styx’: the indicative 
amidst subjunctives is very characteristic of Propertius, see 
Il v 25—46. Compare Ovid met. vi 542 sq. ‘si numina 
diuum | sunt aliquid’, amor. 1 12 3 ‘omina sunt aliquid’, U1 3 
23 ‘aut sine re nomen deus est’, ex Pont. Iv 1 17 ‘da mihi, 
si quid ea est, hebetantem pectora Lethen’, 14 11 ‘Stya 
quoque, st quid ea est’, Cic. n. d. m1 53 ‘qui hos deos ex 
hominum genere in caelum translatos non re sed opinione esse 
dicunt’, pro Sest. 71 ‘respirasse homines uidebantur nondum 
re’; also Prop. Iv vil 1 ‘sunt aliquid manes’ and Il v 39 sqq. 
‘sub terris sint iura deum...an ficta in miseras descendit fabula 
gentis | et timor haut ultra quam rogus esse potest’, and finally 
III xix 27 ‘ Minos sedet arbiter Orci’, which suggested to Jacob 
the conjecture ‘aliquis sedet arbiter’ on which Munro’s is 


based. 


III 11 23, 24. 


aut illis flamma aut imber subducet honores 
annorum aut ztu pondera uicta ruent. 


wctu pondera F’, wctu pondere N, ictus pondere DV. The ob- 
jection to the above reading, the vulgate, as also to N’s ‘ictu, 
pondere uicta, ruent’, is the singular ‘ictu’ where the sense 
requires the plural: hence the conjectures ‘ipso pondere’ and 
‘tacito pondere’. But the ictus of DV will help us here: it is 
nom. plur., and ‘ruent’ is transitive as in Virgil and Horace. 
It would be possible to accept the reading of DV entire, ‘the » 
strokes of years will overthrow them, crushed by their own 
weight’; but the construction will be clearer and the corrup- 
tions better explained if we adopt ictus from DV and pondera 
from F: ‘annorum aut ictus pondera uicta ruent’, ‘the strokes 
of years will overcome the massy piles and cast them down’: 
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scribes unacquainted with the transitive use of ‘ruo’ found this 
unintelligible and emended it as they could. 


Ivil5 haec me turba iuuat, nec templo laetor eburno. 


haec me FN, nec mea DV: each family gives one word right 
and one wrong. 


Iv iv 55—58. 
sic, hospes, pariamne tua regina sub aula? 
dos tibi non humilis prodita Roma uenit. 
si minus, at raptae non sint impune Sabinae: 
me rape et alterna lege repende uices. 


pariamne N, patrianne F, patiare DV. It does not appear to me 
that either ‘sic’ or ‘hospes’ is suspicious: ‘sic’ signifies ‘on con- 
dition of my betraying Rome’ as she has just proposed; ‘hospes’ 
here as in many other passages duly registered in the lexicons 
means merely ‘stranger’, and it is natural that Tarpeia should call 
Tatius so rather than ‘hostis’. But pariam on the lips of a 
Vestal virgin overcome by first love is much worse than pre- 
mature; and this reading is therefore surrendered by some of 
N’s keenest partisans, as for instance by Mr Leo. patiare, 
accepted by Baehrens, demands the alteration of other words 
which as I said are not in themselves suspicious: he writes 
‘sim compar patiare’, and no slighter change seems adequate, 
for ‘sospes’ is refuted by the ‘si minus’ of the next distich. 
The most probable correction proposed is Heinsius’ spatiorne, 
though perhaps spatierne is preferable: compare Verg. Aen. 
1 46 ‘incedo regina’: if the s were absorbed by the final s of 
‘hospes’, it is clear that patierne might easily give rise to the 
variants we find in the Mss. Heinsius’ ‘dic’ for ‘sic’ may also 
be right, though it does not seem necessary. 


Iv xi 69, 70. 


et serie fulcite genus: mihi cumba uolenti 
soluitur, wncturis tot mea fata meis. 


uncturis DV, nupturis F, neither defensible ; N is wanting here. 
The true reading was recovered long ago by the Italians, awctu- 
ris: compare Tib. 1 7 55 sq. ‘at tibi succrescat proles, quae 
facta parentis | augeat’, whence it also appears that we ought 








THE MANUSCRIPTS OF PROPERTIUS. . QI 


here to write facta for fata with Kindscher and Postgate. In 
the first letter of the participle all our Mss are wrong; the 
second is preserved in F and corrupted in DV, the third pre- 
served in DV and corrupted in F. 

See also the passages quoted in vol. xxI pp. 189—141. 


§ 17. Doubt between DV and AF. 


It has been established that the two families AF and DV 
possess equal authority as witnesses to the reading of their lost 
original. We shall therefore approach without prejudice the 
consideration of the following passages in which it is hard or 
impossible to tell which of the two is right. 


I iii 81—33. 
donec diuersas percurrens luna fenestras, 


luna moraturis sedula luminibus, 
compositos leuibus radiis patefecit ocellos. 


percurrens DV, praecurrens AFN. The former is read by nearly 
all editors and is quite satisfactory: ‘luna’ will then mean the 
beams of the moon. But if ‘praecurrere’ could mean ‘ praeter 
currere’, to run past or in front of a stationary object, praecur- 
rens would be still better: ‘luna’ will then mean the orb of the 
moon, hurrying along its path in the sky with the officious 
haste imputed to it in the pentameter. The lexicons quote no 
instance of ‘praecurrere’ in this sense: it means to run on in 
front of another runner or the like; but I agree with Mr Weber, 
p. 9, that we cannot with confidence deny to ‘prae’ in this verb 
the sense of ‘ praeter’ which it has in praeuehor praegredior 
praeferor praelabor and praefluo. 


1 vin 11—I6. 


nec tibi Tyrrhena soluatur funis harena 
neue inimica meas eleuet aura preces 


et me defixum uacua patiatur im ora 
crudelem infesta saepe uocare manu. 
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in ora is the reading signified by the in hora of AF and the in 
aura of N. DV have arena which looks at first like a mere 
repetition from v. 11, and so it may be. But there is something 
to be said for the conjecture of the elder Burmann who read 
harena here and proposed ab ora for v. 11. His aim was to 
avoid the Leonine jingle ‘Tyrrhena...harena’, which however 
has a parallel in I xvii 5 ‘quin etiam absenti prosunt tibi, 
Cynthia, uenti’: what most favours the conjecture is its intro- 
duction of the phrase ‘uacua...harena’, for which compare 
Il xxv 7 ‘putris et in wacua requiescit nauis harena’, Luc. Vit 
62 ‘lustrat uacuas Pompeius harenas’, Stat. Theb. m1 334 
‘wacua iacet hostis harena’. 


1ix 20. infernae wmcula nosse rotae. wincula nosse AFN, 
noscere uincla DV: there is nothing to choose. I ix 27. quippe 
ubi non liceat uacuos seducere ocellos. seducere AFN, subduc- 
ere DV: none but factitious reasons can be given for prefer- 
ring one to the other. 


I xvii 25, 26. 
at uos, aequoreae formosa Doride natae, 
candida felici soluite uela choro. 


choro AFN, noto DV: either is excellent, and the change is 
easy both ways: coro tono noto or noto roco coro. Mr Solbisky 
who prefers choro ingeniously suggests that coro was mistaken 
for Coro and altered to the name of another wind for the sake 
of the verse. 


I xviii 20. fagus et Arcadio pinus amica deo. 


amica AFN, amata DV. They support the former with Claud. 
rapt. Pros. 11 108 ‘quercus amica Ioui’, the latter with Ovid 
trist. 111 39 sqq. ‘cur tamen opposita uelatur ianua lauro ?... 
num quia perpetuos meruit domus ista triumphos?| an quia 
Leucadio semper amata deo est ?’ 
11119, 20. Ossan Olympo | impositum. 

impositum DV, impositam AFN. Either is correct: perhaps 
however, as Hertzberg says, it is more likely that the termin- 


ation of ‘Ossan’ should have led a scribe to substitute fem. for 
mase, than that the opposite change should have been made. 
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I1v 21. nec tibi periwrae scindam de corpore uestes. 


periurae DV, periuro FN. periurae is clearly the simpler and 
better; and Volpi compares II xix 6 ‘nec tibi clamatae somnus 
amarus erit’. Yet it may be argued on the other hand, as by 
Mr Solbisky p. 144, that periuwro is more probably genuine 
because less obvious. The accidental exchange however of e 
and o is so common that no great weight can be assigned to 
this plea. 


1 vi 20. nutritus duro, Romule, lacte lupae. 


duro DVN, dure (=durae) F. It is hard to choose; and we 
cannot say for certain whether F speaks for the family AF or 
only for itself. 


II viii 4, ipsum me iugula, segnior hostis ero. 


segnior DV, lenior N, lewior F. I see no-way to decide between 
segnior and lenior ; unless we are to prefer the former because 
scribes are more prone to shorten words than to lengthen 
them. 


1 xv 49. tu modo, dum lucet, fructum ne desere uitae. 


U 

lucet N, licet F, licet DV. The metaphor of lucet is poetical to 
a modern taste but hardly possible in a Latin writer unless 
there has preceded something leading up to it; I think it 
certain however that in this elegy many distichs are out of 
place, and probable that this line originally followed the couplet 
(23, 24) ‘dum nos fata sinunt, oculos satiemus amore: | now tibi 
longa uenit, nec reditura dies’, On the other hand lucet may 
well be only a metrical correction of licet which Mr Solbisky 
supports with I xix 25 ‘quare, dum licet, inter nos laetemur 
amantes’; and possibly the true emendation is to insert ‘o’ 
before ‘fructum’ with Mr Lucian Mueller. 


II xix 3, 4. 


nullus erit castis iuuenis corruptor in agris, 
qui te blanditiis non sinat esse probam. 


probam FN, meam DV. The former is generally accepted; I 
am inclined however to prefer meam as conveying the same 
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meaning in a less obvious way. I would compare I xi 7 sq. ‘an 
te nescio quis simulatis ignibus hostis | sustulit e nostris, Cyn- 
thia, carminibus’, i.e. has seduced you and so removed you from 
my heart and consequently your name from its place in my 
songs; II villi 5 sq. ‘possum ego in alterius positam spectare 
lacerto ? | nec mea dicetur, quae modo dicta mea est ?’; Ovid am. 
11 12 5 sq. ‘quae modo dicta mea est, quam coepi solus amare, | 
cum multis uereor ne sit habenda mihi’; Cat. 8 17 ‘quem nune 
amabis? euius esse diceris ?’ 


11 xxi 13. sic a Dulichio iuuene est elusa Calypso. elusa 
FN, delusa DV. 


II xxiv 30, 31. . 
iam tibi de timidis iste proteruus erit, 
qui nunc se in twmidum iactando uenit honorem. 

So DVN; ice. ‘qui nunc se iactando uenit in tumidum honorem ’, 
a sentence by no means so contorted as many others which 
Latin poetry will supply: see for instance Munro on Lucr. It 
843. But F has twmide, and it is possible that we ought to 
transpose in with Paley and read ‘qui nunc se tumide iactando 
qmuenit honorem’: for a similar transposition of im see Pers. 
1 131 where instead of ‘nec qui abaco numeros et secto im 
puluere metas’ one family of Mss gives ‘nec qui im abaco nume- 
ros et secto puluere metas’. 


I xxxii 13. et platanis creber pariter surgentibus ordo. 


So N, creber platanis pariter F, creber pariter platanis DV : all 
have wrgentibus for surgentibus. Between N’s arrangement and 
F’s there is little to choose: that of DV is decidedly bad. But 
it explains better than the others how surgentibus lost its s; and 
Baehrens therefore may be right in reading crebris pariter 
platanis: for the construction he compares II xiii 23 ‘desit 
odoriferis ordo mihi lancibus’. 
II xxxli 28, 24. 


nuper enim de te nostra me laedit ad aures 
rumor et in tota non bonus urbe fuit. 


aures DVN, aure F. Schneidewin’s maledimit seems the most 


—_— 


aw 
ba 
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probable emendation of the corrupt me laedit. But whether we 
should retain aures and alter nostra to nostras with most editors, 
or whether with Baehrens we should take the nostra...aure of 
F to signify nostram...awrem, is a separate question and hard 
to decide. 


Iv 189. cum geminos produceret Arria natos. Arria FN, 
Accia DV: both are Roman names. 
LV; 101-7, 3. 
te modo uiderunt iteratos Bactra per ortus, 
te modo munitus hericus hostis equo. 


hericus FN, henricus V, hernicus D. The name of an eastern 
nation is wanted. Beroaldus proposes munito Sericus, Jacob 
munito Newricus, and doubtless one or the other is right. If 
Beroaldus, then the s of sertcus adhered to the foregoing word 
and changed it through munitos to munitus, leaving ericus, to 
which FN have merely prefixed the aspirate while D has 
further corrupted hericus into the well known name of an 
Italian people, V into a well known personal name of medieval 
times. If Jacob, then V is nearest the truth, D next, FN 
furthest away: the error munitus for munito will then be 
ascribed to the confusion of o with ° the abbreviation of -us. 


Iv x1 25, 26. 


Cerberus et nullas hodie petat inprobus umbras, 
et iaceat tacita laxa catena sera. 


laca DV, lapsa F, N has not the passage. The choice is a 
question of taste: I myself prefer Jawa; and F is so carelessly 
written that we cannot be sure whether lapsa is the reading of 
its family or only a freak of its own. 


-§ 18. WV as a representative of O. 


I shall here investigate the value of N considered as a 
representative of O the common parent of AFDV, and the 
nature and significance of its fluctuation between the two 


families AF and DV. 
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. We have seen that although N most commonly sides with 
AF there are nevertheless very many places where it deserts 
that family to range itself with DV. And we cannot help 
noticing that in most cases the side which N takes, be it AF 
or DV, is the right side: not in ‘all cases, but in most. From 
this fact’ a hasty observer might infer that N is the most trust- 
- worthy representative of O. 

But a little reflexion, would teach him better. Take any 
.good’ modern edition, say Lachmann’s: we shall find that it, 
‘like Nj} sides now with AF, now with DV; we shall find that 
it, like N, usually takes -the right side; and we shall find that 
it takes the right side much oftener than N does. But this 
“virtue of correctness of course confers no authority on Lach- 
mann’s edition, neither does N’s similar virtue confer any 
authority on it. For it is explicable by the hypothesis that 
N too is, so to speak, an edition, and has formed its text, as 
Lachmann formed his, by selection, achieving thereby the 
~ merit for which we praise an edition, correctness, and for- 
feiting the merit for which we praise a MS, integrity. The 
facts, I say, on the face of them admit this explanation; and 
when we examiné them we shall find that they demand it. 

J will first state the truth of the matter and then proceed 
to prove it true. N, so far as it is a descendant of O, has 
derived its text mainly from a codex of the family AF; but 
where it found the readings of that codex unsatisfactory it has 
resorted to a codex of the family DV and taken readings 
thence. For proof, I will begin at I 11 14, the first verse where 
all. five MSS are present, and pursue the vacillations of N be- 
tween the two families: the case will soon be clear. 

19 ‘nec Phrygium falso traxit candore maritum’ AF, non 
DV: the reading of AF is probably true and certainly void of 
offence, so N adheres to it. 23 ‘non illis studium uulgo aquirere 
amittes (amictes F)’ AF, hiatus false quantity and nonsense: N 
cannot tolerate this, resorts to the other family, finds conquirere 
amantes there, is satisfied and adopts it. But I shall be 
disappointed if I am not thought to have made it probable, 
in my discussion of this passage above’, that conquirere too is 

1 p. 84, 
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false and that O had anquirere: if that is so, we learn here 
that N had not access to O itself but only knew the readings 
of O, as we do, through the two: families AF and DV. 24 
‘illis forma satis ampla pudicitia,, AF: .N is disturbed by the 
false quantity, turns for help to the other family and takes 
thence the true reading ampla satis forma. 26 ‘uni si qua 
placet, una puella sat est’ AF: another false quantity and 
nonsense too: DV proffer the true reading culta and N borrows 
it. 29 ‘unica nec desit iucundis gratia uerbis’ AF: this is 
inoffensive, so N accepts it. But all the while DV giyes the 
true reading dictis which Ovid imitates at*met. X11 127 ‘neque 
abest facundis gratia dictis’. Can anything be plainer ?, when | 
N agrees with DV in the truth, that is because N has been 
driven to DV by the manifest falseness of AF: when the 
reading of AF, though false, is tolerable, N is contented with 
it and DV are left to tell the truth alone. 

Here we are arrived at the end of the elegy: all this evid- 
ence against the integrity of N has been amassed within 
eleven verses. But consult the apparatus criticus where you 
will, its lesson is always the same: no fact presents itself 
which is inexplicable by my hypothesis: facts present them- 
selves in abundance which are explicable by no other. . If 
N has not formed its text as I assert, why does it never 
once agree with DV against AF in places where DV give 
the ill-looking true reading and AF the specious false one ? 
Why does it desert AF for DV in places where the former are 
right though they seem wrong and the latter are wrong though 
they seem right ?—such places as 11 xv 26 wellet F, uelles DVN, 
or IV vii 85 Tiburtina F, Tiburna DN? These phenomena‘are 
the tokens of an edition: an edition founded mainly on the 
text of AF and often adhering to that text. where, though 
wrong, it is not obviously wrong; usually deserting that text 
where it is obviously wrong, and sometimes deserting it where, 
though right, it is not apparently right; adopting from DV 
many readings which are both easy and true, some easy read- 
ings which are not true, but never one true reading which is 
not easy. 

Equally reconcilable with this hypothesis are certain phe- 

Journal of Philology. vou, Xxtt. 7 
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nomena which at first sight might possibly be thought to 
discountenance it. The fact that N not seldom agrees with 
AF in an obvious corruption where DV offer the obvious truth 
might seem to indicate that N had not access to the text of 
DV: for instance at I xiii 32 FN give wiricoloris, clearly 
wrong, DV give uwersicoloris, clearly right: why did not N 
adopt it? But the answer is easy: operi longo fas est obrep- 
ere somnum: the editor’s industry flagged or his attention 
wandered. Indeed, if we consider the difficulty of such a task 
in such an age, we shall rather wonder that these oversights 
occur no oftener than they do. Other phenomena which might 
be thought to conflict with my supposition are such as IV vi 25 
lunarat F, limarat DVN: here F's reading is clearly the better, 
DV’s clearly the worse: why has N adopted the latter? The 
answer is to be found in the fact that wherever this pheno- 
menon occurs, and it occurs very seldom, the two readings are 
palaeographically almost identical. N has not deliberately 
chosen the false reading: it has merely made the same easy 
mistake in copying from the text of AF as was made by the 
parent of DV in copying from the text of O. 

I hope therefore to have demonstrated the truth of 
Baehrens’ assertion (prolegg. p. vu) that N, so far as it 
derives its text from the archetype of AFDV, derives it-through 
Mss of the two families AF and DV, not through an inde- 
pendent channel. To demonstrate this is to demonstrate the 
falsity of the stemmata codicum proposed by Messrs Solbisky 
Plessis and Weber: but that has been demonstrated already 
by other methods. Here I desire only to insist on the corol- 
lary that N, as a witness to the reading of O, is less deserving 
of credence than any one of the four codices AFDV. Wholly 
useless it is not, even in this aspect; for in those books where 
A fails us N often serves to confirm the testimony of F and so 
to assure us better what the reading of the family AF really 
was. But the element of singular and transcendent merit 
which N possesses is derived, not from the archetype of AFDV, 
but from that other source which I denominate Z. 
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§ 19. AFDV considered severally. 


I will now examine the few instances in which one alone of 
the four codices AFDV preserves a true reading or a trace of 
the truth. From this list I exclude the unique readings pre- 
sented by F in the absence of A which have been already 
considered and which would presumably be found in A also if 
that MS were entire. 


A. 


It curiously happens that A exhibits, in the whole of the 
verses it contains (I 1 1 to 111 63), only one true reading not 
known to us from FNDV. This is the correct spelling solacia 
in I v 27 ‘non ego tum potero solacia ferre roganti’ where the 
rest have solatia. And this solitary distinction loses something 
of its effect when we observe that A gives cum for tum in the 
same verse: it may well be that the archetype after all had 
the false form solatia and that A has merely blundered into 
the right way through its carelessness about ¢’s and c's. In 
every other place where A gives a true reading, that true 
reading is also given by F or by N or by both. 

The fact however remains that A is the most faithful 
representative of its family; and the following examples will 
display the nature of its value to us. The codex N, as we have 
seen, frequently deserts the family AF to side for the nonce 
with DV: now in these cases it is often only the presence of 
A that enables us to discover what the reading of the family 
AF really is. For F is most negligently written, and we 
cannot tell whether its blunders are derived from its exemplar 
or peculiar to itself unless we have A to set beside it. Thus 
at I ii 26 culta DVN, wna AF, viii 1 cura DVN, culpa AF, 
xii 10 diwidit DVN, diwitis AF, xiii 5 fama DVN, forma AF, 
the presence of A informs us that F got these errors from X 
and did not itself originate them; and on the other hand at 
xi 6 restat DVNA, monstrat F, xvii 13 uela DVNA, bella F, 
xvii 31 mihi DVNA, tibi F, xix 4 exequiis DVNA, obsequiss F, 

7—2 
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we learn that F’s mistakes are its own. But so soon as A 
disappears we are left without a test, and we are taught its 
value by the perplexity in which its absence plunges us. 
Most of all do we miss it in sundry places where F omits a 
word about which DV on one side and N on the other bear 
contradictory witness. Take Iv i 15 ‘nec sinuosa cauo pende- 
bant uela theatro’: cauo N, suo DV, om. F. Whence did N 
derive the true reading cawo? and what was the reading of O? 
no answer is possible. Suppose now that A were present. If 
A gave cauo we should know cauo to be the reading of X, 
accidentally omitted by F, and also the reading of O, corrupted 
to suo by Y the parent of DV. If A gave suo we should know 
that swo was the reading of X and of O, and that N therefore 
derived its cawo from Z. If A omitted the word we should 
know that X omitted it, and though we should not know what 
the reading of O was, we should have little doubt that at any 
rate it was not cawo. And whatever A exhibited, it must 
necessarily teach us something which now we do not know. 
We suffer a like uncertainty through its absence at III xxii 
23 sq. ‘Clitwmnus ab Vmbro | tramite’ (litumnus N, licimi- 
nus D, lictinnus V, om. F) and Iv ii 28 ‘corbis in inposito 
pondere messor eram’ (in N, ab DV, om. F). | 

Thus much in defence of A, lest any one should despise it 
because of the accident that in one place only is it the sole 
preserver of a true reading. 


F. 


There is at least one passage in which F displays a striking 
superiority not only over the opposite family DV but over its 
own near relatives A and N: 111 31, 32. 


aut canerem Aegyptum et Nilum, cum attractus in urbem 
septem captiuis debilis ibat aquis. _ 


attractus AN, which is indefensible; tractus DV, which will 
not explain the corruption. Baehrens and Palmer have in- 
dependently arrived at the correction atratus which is accepted 
by Solbisky and others and will probably become the vulgate: 
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the similar error attractis for atratis occurs at U1 v 34. Now 


at 
F outshines A and N by giving atractatus, that is atractus: 
merely ct for the ¢ of the true reading, and even this error 
corrected. 

At 1iu 40 it seems that F rightly gives qualis (acc. plur.) 
where ANDV have quales. Still more noteworthy is F’s reten- 
tion of this form in lewis at 1 i 49, where the agreement of 
DV shews it to be correct, while F’s own brethren A and N 
have altered the inflexion to leues. 

There is one more place where F alone exhibits what I 
strongly suspect to be the hand of Propertius; but this I fear 
is no more than a lucky accident: 1 viii 35, 36. 


dotatae regnum uetus Hippodamiae 
et quas Elis opes ante pararat equts. 


opes...equis ANDV, equis...opes F: the latter arrangement, 
distributing adjective and substantive, ‘quas’ and ‘opes’, 
between the two halves of the pentameter, is preferred by 
the elegiac poets in general and Propertius in particular. But 
it appears incredible that so wanton an alteration as the 
transposition of the two words should have been made inde- 
pendently by A and by the parent of DV; and we are accord- 
ingly bound to suppose that opes...equis was the reading of O, 
and that F has only by an accident restored the correct order, 
if correct it be. 

The above examples, let me say once more, are all drawn 
from that portion of the text which is contained by A as well 
as F, and exclude a large number of true readings, already 
considered, in which the singularity of F seems due merely 
to the absence of A. 


2), 


D alone preserves the true reading in the seven passages 
which follow. 


11 11 42. hic dominam exemplo ponat in arte meam. arte 
D, ante VFN. 1 iii 51. turpia perpessus uates est uincla 
Melampus. melampus D, nylampus VN, inlampus F. 1 ix 2. 


eet Soy 
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hoc ipso evecto carior alter erit. eiecto D, electo VFN. 1 xiii 
12. auribus et puris scripta probasse mea. puris D, pueris 
VFN. It is possible that this divergency indicates pureis. 
lll xvi 25, di faciant, mea ne terra locet ossa frequenti. ne D, 
nec VEN. 11 xxiv 33. uellere tum cupias albos a stirpe 
capillos. cupias D, cupies V, capias FN. Iv v 36. natalem 
Mais Idibus esse tuum. mazis D, malis VEN. 

There are also three places in which D has retained an old 
spelling which the other Mss have modernised: 11 i 23 Kartha- 
gus D, Carthaginis VAFN; 11 vii 43 worteret D, uerteret 
VEN; Iv x 44 gula D, gyla VFN. 

But the greatest service rendered us by D singly is I think 
in Iv i 17—19, a passage which the other Mss exhibit thus : 


nulli cura fuit externos quaerere diuos, 
cum tremeret patrio pendula turba sacro, 
annuaque accenso celebrare Palilia faeno. 


That is, in ancient times no one troubled to seek after foreign 
gods and no one troubled to celebrate the Palilia; which is 
absurd, for of course every one celebrated the Palilia: Lachmann 
accordingly restores sense by writing annua at for annuaque. 
But D points the way to an easier correction when instead of 
celebrare it offers celebrate, that is to say celebrate or celebrante. 
The construction is ‘cum tremeret turba, faenoque Palilia 
celebrante’ =‘ tremente turba faenoque P. celebrante’ or ‘cum 
tremeret turba faenumque P. celebraret’: for a similar co- 
ordination of temporal clause with ablative absolute see Ovid 
met. V 362 sq. ‘ postquam exploratum satis est, loca nulla labare, | 
depositoque metu’. The figure by which the lighted ‘ faenum’ 
instead of those who set it alight is said to celebrate the Palilia 
is the same as occurs in v. 23 ‘lustrabant compita porci’. 

D moreover, like A, makes its value felt by the incon- 
veniences which attend its absence. It lacks the first elegy 
and the first 13 verses of the second; and within this small 
portion of the text there are at least three differences of reading 
which we cannot track to their source for want of D to help us. 
They are cases where a contradiction occurs between AF on the 
one hand and VN on the other: 1i 1 fecit AF, cepit VN; 18 
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arbore AF, wulnere VN ; 22 placeat AF, palleat VN. These 
variations are susceptible of two explanations: that N has 
deserted, as it often does, the family AF and adopted the 
reading of the family DV; or that V, as it does not infrequently’, 
has deserted the tradition of O and adopted, apparently from 
the source which I call Z, the reading which also presents itself 
in N. If D were here and gave cepit wulnere palleat, we should 
know that the former explanation was right; if it gave fecit 
arbore placeat, the latter; but now we must rest in doubt. 


V. 


V alone preserves the true reading in III i 26: 
fluminaque Haemonio comminus isse uiro. 


isse V, esse DN, ille F. 


The case is less clear in II ili 41, 42. 


nil tibi sit rauco praeconia classica cornu 
flare nec Aonium cingere Marte nemus. 


cungere V, tingere DF, tinguere N. cingere is read by Lachmann 
Hertzberg and Baechrens, tenguere by Haupt Mueller and Palmer: 
I see no solid ground for a decision. 


In Iv viii 23, 
Serica nam taceo uolsi carpenta nepotis, 


if this generally accepted emendation of Beroaldus’ is right, V 
comes nearest the truth with sirica nam: D has si riga nam, 
FN st riganam. 

In two places V seems to preserve the genuine spelling : II 
vil 39 triumphalis (acc. plur.) V, triumphales DFN ; 11 xxviii 49 
aput V, apud DEN. 

There is one passage more where V has perhaps retained a 
fragment of truth which the other Mss have obliterated; and I 
gladly seize the opportunity of discussing it by reason of its 
great interest and difficulty: Iv v 19, 20. 


exorabat opus uerbis ceu blanda perure 
saxosamque ferat sedula culpa uiam. 


1 pp. 115 sq. 
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This gibberish should describe how an old procuress poisons the 
mind of the poet’s mistress with her insidious counsels. In the 
first place the unmeaning exvorabat, which some editors alter 
with no good result into evornabat, should be written exercebat: 
o for e and a@ for ce are common mistakes. Now what is the 
simile? plainly the wearing away of a hard substance by gentle 
and continuous friction. Three words at least, perwre ferat and 
culpa, must be corrupt. ferat, for which terat and terit were 
formerly proposed, is corrected with certainty by Messrs 
Rossberg and Palmer to forat. Instead of culpa v gives talpa, 
and the same conjecture had occurred to Mr Rossberg who 
writes ‘ceu blandague rura | saxosamque forat sedula talpa 
uiam’, most unhappily: if it is meant that moles burrow holes 
in stones, that is false; if this is not meant, ‘saxosam’ misleads 
and the simile comes to naught; nor is it any less ridiculous to 
say in Latin that a mole ‘forat blanda rura’ than to say in 
English that it tunnels the smiling landscape. Turn then from 
talpa to Jacob's conjecture gutta (lympha had been already 
proposed) which in capital letters is easily confused with culpa : 
we have now the favourite image of the water wearing the 
stone, employed again by Propertius at I1 xxv 16, as also by 
Lucretius Tibullus and Ovid. perwre remains: perurit and 
pererrat are quite inappropriate verbs, and terebrat recedes 
too far from the ductus litterarum ; moreover ‘ blanda’, if it is 
to be an epithet of ‘gutta’,is absurd: I propose therefore to 
remodel the passage with these very minute alterations : 


exercebat opus, uerbis heu blanda, perinde 
saxosam atque forat sedula- gutta uiam. 


For ‘uerbis blanda’ see [Phaedr.] appendix fabularum 23 18 
‘qui, uerbis blandus, fraudem celat pectore’, Hor. epist. 11 1 135 
‘docta prece blandus’: for the confusion of perinde with perure 
compare Ovid her. vil 84 where the MSs are divided between 
inde and ure. If now I am right in this restoration, V is 
perhaps to be commended as preserving a trace which has 
perished from the other MSS: instead of sawosamque ferat it 
gives saxosam feratque, which may mean that the change of 
atque to que came to pass through the transposition ferat atque 


ae Be es 
al ! 
oe 
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and the consequent absorption of one at by the other. But the 
change occurs in other places where no such explanation is 
possible, as at Verg. georg. IV 139 idem atque M, idemque P. 


APPENDICES. 


f and v. 


We saw that, in many of the places where N gives a better 
reading than O, that same better reading is also given by f or v 
or both. It is therefore necessary to enquire whether f or v 

- preserves any element of a genuine tradition which has not 
found its way into N. Here we must advance with extreme 
caution ; for it is abundantly evident that many of the readings 
given by f and very many of those given by the various hands 
in V which Baehrens denotes all together by the sign Vm.2, and 
to which I am thus obliged to assign the single tally v, are the 
merest conjectures. Those only therefore among the lections 
of f and v can we reckon as genuine for certain, which preserve 
not the truth but a vestige of the truth, and which since they 
make no sense cannot be ascribed to conjectural emendation. 
But if we find that there are in f and v such lections as these, 
then we shall be disposed to refer to the same untainted source 
certain true readings in f and v which though they may be 
conjectural are nevertheless by no means easy or obvious 
conjectures. . 

In the following passages we recover the truth from relics 
preserved by f or v. 

Px 51,52. 


his, o Galle, tuos monitus seruabis amores, 
formosum nymphis credere wisus Hylam. 


‘nunc tu seruabis amorem, cum hucusque nymphis puerum 
tuum credere uisus sis’ Hertzberg; but if the poet had meant 
this he would have made more of it: we should have heard of 
Gallus’ negligence at the beginning of the poem, not in the 
very last verse, where it takes us quite by surprise. Therefore 
acuter critics, as Lachmann and Baehrens, have held the line 
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corrupt, and the latter after enumerating the conjectures tutus 


nisus cautus fisus concludes ‘nondum uerum repertum est’. 
Nondum, in the spring of 1880; but it was found in the 
autumn. Instead of wisus v reads rursus, which, mark, being 
meaningless is therefore no conjecture, and would consequently 
demand attention even if no scruple were suggested by wisus. 
Mr Palmer hence emended ‘formosum ni wis perdere rursus 
Hylam’, ‘unless you wish to repeat the loss of Hylas’: p and c 
are commonly interchanged, so are u consonant and f, and nijis 
means nymphis. But from the uisus of O and N we learn that 
Propertius spelt the adverb rusus: this form is often preserved 
in the best Mss of the best writers, as in Virgil’s at georg. I 
232 and 11 335. | 
Hi 27—35. 
nam quotiens Mutinam aut ciuilia busta Philippos 
aut canerem Siculae classica bella fugae 
euersosque focos antiquae gentis Etruscae 
et Ptolomaeeae litora capta Phari, 30 
aut canerem Aegyptum et Nilum, cum atratus in urbem 
septem captiuis debilis ibat aquis, 
aut regum auratis circumdata colla catenis 
Actiaque in Sacra currere rostra Via, 
te mea musa illis semper contexeret armis. 35 


I have given what I hold to be the true reading of v.31. I 
will at first mention only the variants of AFNDV: cyptum 
AN, ciptum F, cyprum DV. Cyprus is here quite out of place: 
the fact that Antonius transferred that island to the kingdom 
of Egypt is very poor cause for numbering it among the 
triumphs of Augustus: cyprum then is an attempt to make 
sense of the earlier corruption cyptum. To this therefore we 
turn; and I assert that palaeographically the old conjecture 
Aegyptum is easier than Baehrens’ Coptwm, since the loss of one 
e in the sequence caneréegyptum, and the change of G to C, 
together constitute a slighter alteration than is y for 0. But it 
is objected that Aegyptum is bad in sense; ‘neque enim’ says 
Mr Solbisky p. 147 ‘nudum nomen eius terrae, quam poeta 
uerbis Ptolomaeei litora capta Phari et Nilo significauit, 
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medium inter haec interpositum esse potest’. Now as to 
‘litora capta Phari’, this is that same misapprehension of the 
passage which led Schrader to write aut for et in v. 30 and et 
for aut in v. 31 in order that Pharos and the Nile might not be 
disjoined. All this will be refuted by the observation that 
vv. 27—30 refer to the wars of Augustus, vv. 31—34 to his 
triumphs: the point of disjunction is at the end of v. 30, and 
the contents of that verse may therefore be banished from our 
mind while we are emending v. 31. We have only to consider 
whether both Egypt and the Nile would appear in the 
triumphal pageant; and this question is easy to solve: Ovid 
trist. Iv 2 41 sqq. ‘cornibus hic fractis, uiridi male tectus ab 
ulua, | decolor ipse suo sanguine Rhenus erat. | crinibus en 
etiam fertur Germania passis’, ars I 223 sqq. ‘hic est Huphrates, 
praecinctus harundine frontem: | cui coma dependet caerula, 
Tigris erit: | hos facito Armenios: haec est Danaeia Persis’, 
Sil. xvii 636 sqq. ‘mox uictas tendens Carthago ad sidera 
palmas | ibat, et effigies OM@miam lenis Hiberae, | terrarum finis 
Gades, ac laudibus olim | terminus Herculeis Calpe, Baetisque 
lauare | solis equos dulci consuetus fluminis unda, | frondosum- 
que apicem subigens ad sidera mater | bellorum fera Pyrene, 
nec mitis Hiberus | cum simul illidit ponto quos attulit amnes’. 
I claim then that there is no excuse for refusing to Aegyptum 
its place in the text. And if Aegyptum is right, then f, which 
gives giptum, has preserved more of the truth than any other 
witness ; for 7 and y may be considered the same thing in Mss 
like ours. 


Iv vi 25, 26. 


tandem aciem geminos Nereus lunarat in arcus, 
armorum et radiis picta tremebat aqua. 


Instead of et v gives g; (=que) which contravenes the metre 
and is motiveless as an interpolation. A possible suggestion 
would be armorumque radis, for Propertius has not only the 
genitives Mari Deci Tati but the nominative Gabi. But picta 
is unsatisfactory: to describe the water as ‘picta’ by the 
reflexion of the brightly coloured prows of ships would be a 
correct use of the word; but the reflexion of light from weapons 
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is virtually of one colour with the reflexion from water, and 


water which catches the light from weapons suffers no change 
of hue. Dausqueius and Heinsius therefore conjectured tta: 
the corruption is explained if we write ‘armorum radiisque 
icta’: for the elision compare I v 32 ‘non inpune illa rogata 
uenit’ and 11 xxii 10 ‘Herculis Antaeique Hesperidumque 
choros’. g; wta was taken for picta: gq; was afterwards written 
overhead as a correction and then inserted in the wrong place, 
where only v preserves it: ON finding it incompatible with the 
metre alter it to et. 


Iv xi 29, 30. 


si cui fama fuit per auita tropaea decori, 
et Numantinos regna loguuntur auos. 


So DV; F omits v. 30, and N has lost the page which contained 
it. The line is nonsense and ‘ Numantinos’ is a false quantity. 
Now f reads thus: ‘aera Numantinos regna locwntur auos’; and 
aera is also given by v. Jlocuntur is not the spelling of a 
renascence corrector, and Baehrens is clearly right when with 
heinous infidelity to his principles he adopts it. aera again is 
no interpolation, since it cannot be construed; and era will 
explain the corruption ef. Now as to the original sense of the 
verse there can be no doubt: it was ‘nobis fama per auita 
tropaea decori est’: the ‘si cui’ of the hexameter, as Baehrens 
says, admits no other sequel. We may write 


aera Numantinos nostra locuntur auos, 


‘the spoils of armour in our house tell of our ancestors who 
took Numantia’. The three first letters of ‘nostra’ might be 
absorbed in the three last of ‘Numantinos’, and the remaining 
tra corrected into the first word that came to hand. The 
above emendation was formerly proposed by Mr Palmer who 
afterwards abandoned it for the incoherent A/fra...regna of 
Scaliger. Perhaps however a better way of obtaining the 
required sense is to read with Baehrens 


nostra Numantinos signa locuntur auos. 


aera may well be a relic of nostra or fivra, as sera is at Ovid 
fast. UI 738; and we had signa and regna confused in Prop. 
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IV ii 2 (vol. XXI pp. 123 sq.), where add Ovid fast. v 152. I 
should add that our singular indebtedness to f and v in this 
passage does not prove so much for their singular merit as did 
the instances adduced before; for it is very likely that if we 
could recover the lost page of N we should find aera there also. 

In the passages which now follow it appears that v or f has 
preserved the true reading corrupted by all our other witnesses. 
I exclude a great many instances in which the reading of v or f, 
though peculiar to themselves and indisputably true, may be 
plausibly explained as a conjectural emendation. For example, 
even the ‘nigraque funestum concint omen auis’ of v at II 
xxviii 88 where the other authorities give condidit, even this 
reading, which is proved to be true by Ovid am. 111 12 2 ‘omina 
non albae concinuistis aues’ and was by no means easy to 
recover by conjecture, may yet be a conjecture after all. But 
in the cases here to be adduced this hypothesis is impossible or 
else highly improbable; and we have learnt from the evidence 
above that f and v contain at any rate some element of truth 
which is not drawn from conjecture. 


li xv 7. tertius hawt multo minus est cum ducitur annus. 


_ haut v, clearly the source of haud O and aut N ; and imagine a 
renascence interpolator of V, where haud stood in the text, 
spontaneously altering this approved form into the then un- 
fashionable haut ! 


I x1 9—12. 


atque utinam mage te remis confisa minutis 
paruula Lucrina cumba moretur aqua, 

aut teneat clausam tenui tewtantis in unda 
alternae facilis cedere lympha manu. 


teutantis DVN, tuetantis AF, teutrantis v, i.e. Teuthrantis. This 
generally accepted reading is I think very plausibly defended by 
Hertzberg: Teuthras was king of Mysia, and from him the 
south-west of that country derived the name Teuthrania: now 
on that coast lay the Aeolic Cyme which was thought to have 
shared in founding the Campanian Cumae; ‘ Teuthrantis 
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lympha’ (Teuthrantis a feminine adjective) therefore means 
‘Cumana lympha’, probably the lacus Acherusius, just as 
‘Lydus’ and ‘ Maeonius’ often stand for ‘Tuscus’, There may 
be some significance in the fact that Silius xt 290 bestows the 
name of Teuthras on a native of Cumae. It is worth mention- 
ing further that in Sen. Herc. fur. 477 some Mss have teutantis, 
like DVN, where they evidently mean Teuthrantis, and that in 
Ovid her. 1x 51 TYeuthrantia is corrupted to teuthantia and in 
trist. 11 19 to teutantia also. The verse wants no more change: 
when Baehrens prolegg. p. XXII enquires ‘quid hoc noui est, 
per deos te oro, in unda lympha te teneat?’ we reply that it is 
nothing new at all, any more than I xxii 6 sqq. ‘puluis Etrusca 
...tu nullo miseri contegis ossa solo’ or the similar examples 
collected by Dr Postgate, Select Elegies p. Ixviii. 


I xx 25—28. 


hune duo sectati fratres, Aquilonia proles, 
hunc super et Zetes, hunc super et Calais, 

oscula suspensis instabant carpere palms, 
oscula et alterna ferre supina fuga. 


After the vain attempts of others to make out that palmis can 
stand for alis, Hertzberg explains ‘suspensis palmis’ by the 
remark ‘pendere et suspensum esse de omni uolucrum parte 
dicitur’. Perhaps; but when a man walks along the street, 
except he goes on all fours, his ‘ palmae’ are no less ‘ suspensae’ 
than if he flew: in order that Zetes and Calais may be described 
as flying, the epithet ‘suspensae ’ must be applied to some part 
of the body which is not ‘suspensum’ except in flying. Thus 
Statius silu. 1 7 4 with the words ‘pendentis ungulae ’ depicts 
Pegasus as a flying horse : ‘pendentis caudae’ would not have 
that effect. Here instead of palmis v offers plantis, which 
should be accepted. even if a conjecture; but a conjecture it 
cannot be unless we are to confess that an interpolator of the 
fifteenth century considered the passage with more attention 
than a long series of modern editors. I would compare Stat. 
Theb. vi 638 sqq. ‘ uix campus euntem | sentit, et exilis plantis 
interuenit aer, | raraque non fracto westigia puluere pendent’. 
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11 11 3, 4. 
cur haec in terris facies humana moratur ? 
Iuppiter, zgnoro pristina furta tua. 


‘ Jove, I am ignorant of your old amours’ may be instantly dis- 
missed as nonsense. Hence Broukhusius, Volpi, Huschke and 
Hertzberg render zgnoro as ‘nihili aestimo’, taking ‘furta’ to 
mean ‘puellas amatas’. ignoro has no such meaning: it pos- 
sesses, in some passages quoted by these scholars, the meaning 
‘T disregard ’ = ‘ I refuse to recognise’ possessed by the English 
‘ignore’: it does not possess the meaning ‘I disregard’ = ‘I 
contemn’. When it is proposed to make the verse an interrog- 
ation, and asserted that ‘am I ignorant of your old intrigues, 
Jupiter?’ is Propertius’ way of saying ‘are they myths or 
realities ?’, I can only reply that, if so, it might be Propertius’ 
way of saying anything. There is an end to all these desperate 
devices if we take the zgnosco proffered by v and by the second 
hand in N: now that Propertius has seen how beautiful a 
mortal woman can be, he forgives the old amours of Jove with 
the daughters of men. The construction ‘ignosco aliquid’ 
without an ‘alicui’, like the similar use of ‘inuideo’, is rare 
but not unexampled. sc is confused with 7, and some Mss at 
Ovid trist. Iv 4 8 give zgnoras for ignoscas. 


It xii 17, 18. 


quid tibi iucundum est siccis habitare medullis ? 
si puer est alio traice puella tuo. 


puer...puella tuo ON, pudor...tela puer v. The tela of v is 
universally accepted, for the bella of some late Mss will not 
serve ; pudor too is adopted by all modern editors except 
Baehrens and Mueller ; but at the end of the verse all read tua. 
Baehrens followed by Mr Lucian Mueller writes ‘i, puer, en 
alio traice tela tua’. I assert that neither this nor the ‘si 
pudor est, alio traice tela tua’ of the vulgate explains the appar- 
ition puella tuo in ON. Such meaningless and unmetrical 
words are no interpolation but a dull and honest mistake: how 
did it arise? The change of tela to puella may have been 
caused it is barely possible, by the puer preceding; but why 
_ tua, protected by the similar inflexion of tela or puella, should 
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have been altered to tuo, it is hard to conceive. I shall 
essay to defend the reading of v; and I will begin at the begin- 
ning of the verse. Mr Lucian Mueller impugning ‘si pudor 
est’ says that ‘priorem uersum respicienti non erit dubium 
quin Propertio, si apte uellet loqui, potius fuerit dicendum s¢ 
sapis’. I reply by citing an epigram of Martial’s in which the 
phrase is used with precisely the same shade of meaning as 
here: I insert in brackets parallel verses from this elegy of 
Propertius: Mart. x 90 ‘ quid uellis uetulum, Ligella, cunnum? 
[Prop. 17 quid tibi iucundum est siccis habitare medullis ?]| 
quid busti cineres tui lacessis? [Prop. 20 non ego, sed tenuis 
uapulat umbra mea] | tales munditiae decent puellas [Prop. 19 
intactos isto satius temptare ueneno]...erras, si tibi cunnus hic 
uidetur | ad quem mentula pertinere desit [again Prop. 20 non 
ego sed...umbra mea]. | quare, st pudor est, Ligella, noli | bar- 
bam uellere mortuo leoni’. The formula is employed not 
merely in serious objurgation as at Iuu. mI 153 sq. ‘exeat, 
inquit, | si pudor est, et de puluino surgat equestri’, but in mild 
or playful remonstrance, as at Prop. I ix 33 ‘ quare, st pudor est, 
quam primum errata fatere’, Ovid am. III 2 23 sq. ‘tua con- 
trahe crura, | si pudor est, rigido nec preme terga genu’, Verg. 
buc. Vil 44 ‘ite domum pasti, si quis pudor, ite iuuenci’. Mr L, 
Mueller makes the further objection that ‘nisi antiquitus tra- 
ditum fuisset illud puer, uix ac ne uix quidem in N [et O] pro 
tela scriptum esset puella’; and this is an effective argument 
against the vulgate but will lose all its force if we accept the 
whole reading of v. For then we shall hold that puer 
was not only ‘antiquitus traditum’ but placed where it had 
much more power to produce puella than at the beginning of 
the verse. In traice telu puer the letters te were lost after ce 
and then added above or in the margin; then from the elements 
puer and la and te the scribe constructed puel-la te and altered 
te to tuo for the metre. The reading of v, if not genuine, is a 
surprisingly subtle conjecture. 


II xxix 35, 36. 


apparent non ulla toro uestigia presso, 
signa woluptatis, nec iacuisse duos. 


ane 2 ee or fae te ee Swe 
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uoluptatis DV, which is satisfactory enough, and of which the 
uoluntatis found in FN may be a corruption. But f gives 
uolutantis, which is approved by Lipsius and Heinsius and by 
Lachmann, who however thinks it may be a ‘felix error’; and 
so indeed it may. An interpolation it can hardly be, since the 
word and the form are a far less obvious correction of uwoluntatis 
than uoluptatis would have been. The postponement of nec (or 
non as O reads) is one of those concessions to metre so frequent 
in Latin pentameters: compare III xxi 16 ‘ qualiscumque mihi 
tugue, puella, uale’. Hertzberg objects that the verb woluto is 
too coarse for the occasion ; but this, as Baehrens says, is to 
forget that Cynthia wounded by unjust suspicion is here 
speaking in anger and contempt. 


IV iv 63, 64. 


et iam quarta canit venturam bucina lucem 
ipsaque in Oceanum sidera Japsa cadunt. 


‘With lapsa the addition of ‘ipsa’ is senseless: ‘even the stars 
have fallen’: then something else has fallen ; and what is that 
something else? the context gives no reply. Jlassa v, which 
immediately invests ‘ipsa’ with a meaning: ‘the stars, weary 
like me’. Compare Sen. Herc. fur. 125 sq. ‘iam rara micant 
sidera prono | languida mundo’. Again in I iii 45, 


dum me iucundis Japsam sopor inpulit alis, 


one enquires ‘ unde quo lapsam?’ and gets no answer: lassam, 
given by ‘corr. V’ (? =v), is intelligible. 

I will now enquire what relation subsists between fv on the 
one hand and N on the other. 

- Baehrens ‘prolegg. p. Ix asserts that where Nfv agree 
together N has copied its reading from for v. The assertion 
is baseless, for it is not yet established that even F and V, far 
less f and v, are older than N. And Baehrens himself is con- 
strained to admit immediately afterwards that many of N’s 
readings, where it differs from O, are not derived from f or v 
but from some other source: then why not all? Obviously his 
assertion will not bear serious criticism: it is only a surrept- 
itious attempt to prejudice the reader against N. 

Journal of Philology. vou. xx11. 8 
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Mr Plessis p. 39, opposing Baehrens’ opinion, asserts that 


‘le contraire est certain, si F et V, comme je crois l’avoir établi, 
sont postérieurs d’un siécle et demi aA N ’, a characteristic ex- 
ample of Mr Plessis’ ratiocination: because f and v are later 
than N, therefore they are copied from N. This conclusion, to 
judge from the facts which we have just surveyed, is no less 
false than it is irrational; but I pause a moment to signalise the 
futility of the argument with which it is impugned by Mr Leo, 
who says p. 445 that the corrections of f and v are certainly not 
derived from N: ‘satis hoe probat Iv 11, 17—76 locus in N 
omissus’. Now the fact is that those verses are absent from 
N simply because the leaf on which they were written is now 
torn out. But assume what this very fact shews to be false: 
assume that N originally omitted them: what would that 
prove ? merely that the readings of f and v in those verses are 
not derived from N. But we knew already, without this proof, 
that hundreds of the readings of f and v in all the four books 
are not derived from N: ‘ permulta’ confesses Mr Leo himself 
‘ab N aliena a correctoribus in V et F interpolata, alia recte 
~emendata sunt’. So even when we have granted Mr Leo his 
false premiss we find that it will not help him to his conclusion. 
Yet premiss and conclusion alike are accepted by Mr Solbisky 
p. 172. 

But from the tedious though necessary task of refuting 
what ought never to have been written I return to the question 
in hand: what relation subsists between fv on the one hand 
and N on the other? In the passages just considered we find f 
or v or both together preserving elements of genuine tradition 
which N does not preserve: here at least then f and v are not 
derived from N. On the other hand. at the beginning of this 
treatise we found N preserving elements of genuine tradition 
(I vi 3, 111 v 6, Iv i 106, iii 55 ete.) which are preserved neither 
by f nor by v: there at least then N is not derived from f or v. 
Therefore, in those places where elements of genuine tradition 
are preserved by Nfv in common, we have no ground for 
supposing either that N derives them from fv or that fv 
derive them from N. 

The simplest hypothesis is that which I have embodied in 


7 ea ig pa aia 
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my stemma codicum : that f and v derive these elements from 
the same lost MS whence N derives them. This supposition is 
consistent with all the facts before us. We have seen that 
Nfv often present the same genuine reading: that is natural, if 
their source is the same. We have seen that less frequently N 
presents a genuine reading not given by fv, or fv present a 
genuine reading not given by N: that is easily explicable: 
it means that for the nonce N has been copying more carefully 
than fv, or fv more carefully than N, the text of the exemplar. 
If however anyone should prefer to say that f and v derive 
their genuine readings not from the same exemplar as N but 
from another Ms closely resembling it, I should be unable to 
confute his opinion, just as he would be unable to substan- 
tiate it. 


Agreement of V with N. 


I shall here bring together certain passages in which V 
quits DF, its fellow-descendants of O, and ranges itself with N. 


iv 17. hostis si quis erit nobis, amet ile puellas. lle 
NV, ipse DF. ‘tvi ll. me laedit si multa tibi dedit oscula 
mater. Jlaedit Itali, laedet NV, laedes DF. 11x 10. nunc aliam 
citharam me mea Musa docet. nunc NV, ndque F, nanque D. 
II xii 12. nec quisquam ex illo uulnere sanus abit. abit NV, 
erit DF. 1 xiv 11. at, dum demissis supplex ceruicibus ibam, 
dicebar sicco uilior esse lacu. dum NV, cum DF. 1 xx 10. 
sint mea wel Danaes condita membra domo. uel NV, nec DF. 
11 xxii 16. et Phrygis insanos caeditur ad numeros. caeditur 
NV, quaeritur DF. xxx 1, 2. tu licet usque | ad Tanain 
fugias. tanain N, tanaim V, tantam DF. 0 xxxiv 30, nil 
iuuat in magno wester amore senex. wester NV, noster DF. 
Tit iv 22. me sat erit Sacra plaudere posse Via. sacra NV, 
media DF. 11v 11,12. hostem | quaerimus atque armis nec- 
tumus arma noua, nectimus NV, quaerimus DF. WI xxiv $8. 3.45 
euentum formae disce timere tuae. formae N, V in ras., 
dominae DF. tv v 39, 40. semper habe morsus circa tua colla 
recentes, | dentibus alterius quos putet esse datos. alterius DF, 
alternis NV, 


Sey 
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Now to consider the meaning of these phenomena. I hold 
that the reading in which D and F, representatives of both 
families, concur, was the reading of O, and that the scribe of V 
has employed for the emendation of his text the same codex Z 
whence N derived so much, or, if you will, another codex closely 
resembling Z. I think it unlikely that this hypothesis, which 
seems at any rate simple and adequate, will encounter much 
opposition; but I may call attention to one circumstance 
which tells strongly in its favour and against the explanation 
which might conceivably be offered, that the dissension between 
V and DF arises from a dittography in their parent O. The 
fact I speak of is this: except in the passage last quoted, 
where the divergency is so minute that it is probably a mere 
accident, the readings given by V are always the true, or at any 
rate the apparently true readings; and this is no slight indic- 
ation that the scribe of V adopted them as I have suggested, 
with the deliberate intention of improving his text. In short I 
can hardly doubt that the fact is as I say; but since from the 
nature of the case no proof is possible I have refrained through- 
out the treatise from employing any of these passages to 
support my arguments, 


The vulgar manuscripts. 


I shall here defend the thesis that all the known mss of 
Propertius except NAFDVfv are worthless. So far as most 
of them are concerned this assertion is not denied, or at any 
rate no attempt is made to oppose it by evidence or argument. 
But some have had their champions; and it is the claims of 
these that I now essay to controvert. 

First comes the codex Groninganus and its chief defenders 
Mr Luetjohann and Mr Heydenreich. I should observe that 
these scholars published their defences of this Ms before the 
year 1880, and that possibly they now agree with me that it 
has been superseded by Baehrens’ Mss, just as I agree with 
them that it had some value while Baehrens’ Mss were yet 
unknown, 
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The following are the lections adduced as witnesses to the 
independent value of G by Mr Heydenreich, quaestiones Pro- 
pertianae pp. 38 sq., from the first three books, and by Mr 
Luetjohann, commentationes Propertianae p. 6, from the fourth. 
I pass them singly in review. 

I ili 27—29. 

et quotiens raro duit suspiria motu 
obstipui uano credulus auspicio, 
ne qua tibi insolitos portarent uisa timores. 


duati G. Easily explicable as a conjecture. 
I vili 21, 22. 
nam me non ullae poterunt corrumpere, de te 
quin ego, uita, tuo limine uerba querar. 
taedae G. Probably wrong; certainly unnecessary. 
I xvi 23, 24. 


me mediae noctes, me sidera plena iacentem, 
frigidaque Eoo me dolet aura gelu. 


prona G. <A good, but not a difficult conjecture. 


I xix 5. non adeo leuiter noster puer haesit ocellis. 
nostris G. Given also by v. 


Ir xii 18. si puer est alio traice puella tuo. 
pudor...tela tua G. pudor and tela are also given by v; tua, 
I have above’ attempted to shew, is wrong. 

II xv 47. nec certe merito poterunt laudare minores. 
haec G. Given also by f. 


II xvi 18. et iubet ex ipso tollere dona Tyro. 
upsa G. An obvious emendation. 
II xvi 33, 34. 


tot iam abiere dies, cum me nec cura theatri 
nec tetigit Campi, nec mea mensa iuuat. 


musa G. Explicable as a conjecture. 


1 pp. 111 sq. 
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i xxi 1], 12. 


Colchida sic hospes quondam decepit Iason, 
eiecta est tenuis namque Creusa domo. 


tenuit...domum G. This reading, if right, is an easy conjecture; 
but it is probably wrong. That Propertius wrote 


eiectt Aesonia namque Creusa domo 


is in my opinion established by the following imitations: Ovid 
her. XII 134 ‘ausus es, Aesonia, dicere, cede domo’, XVI 229 sq. 
‘omnia Medeae fallax promisit Iason: | pulsa est Aesonia num 
minus illa domo?’, ars 111 33 sq. ‘ Phasida, iam matrem, fallax 
dimisit Iaso: | uenit in Aesonios altera nupta sinus’: compare 
also Prop. Il xi 12 ‘iret ut Aesonias aurea lana domos’, I vi 4 
‘ulteriusque domo uadere Memnonia’, 11 ili 54 ‘mox Amy- 
thaonia nupta futura domo’. The classical but unfamiliar 
eiécit (= eicit) was naturally misapprehended by the scribe. 


Il xxii 45—50. 


hic unus dolor est ex omnibus acer amanti, 
speranti subito si qua uenire negat. 

quanta illum toto uersant suspiria lecto, 
cum recipi guae non nouerit ila uetat, 

et rursus puerum quaerendo audita fatigat, 
quem, quae scire timet, prodere furta iubet. 


quem...ille putat G. This reading (ale is given also by FN) 
is adopted by most modern editors and makes very good sense : 


cum recipi, guem non nouerit, ille putat. 
Certain however it cannot be called; and it may quite well be 
conjectural. 

II xxviii 9, 10. 
num sibi collatam doluit Venus? «dla peraeque 

prae se formosis inuidiosa dea est. 
ipsa paremque G. I have already’ discussed this passage and 
endeavoured to shew that ila peraeque, accepted by the latest 


editors Palmer and Vahlen, is the true reading. paremque is 
given by F as well as G. 


1 vol. xx1 p, 131. 
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Il xxxiv 33. nam rursus licet Aetoli referas Acheloi. 


cursus G. An easy conjecture. 


Il xxxiv 59—62. 


me iuuet hesternis positum languere corollis, 
quem tetigit iactu certus ad ossa deus; 

Actia Virgilio custodis litora Phoebi 
Caesaris et fortes dicere posse rates. 


Virgilium G, A very obvious conjecture, and probably wrong: 
it seems more scientific to retain the dative Vergzlio in v. 61 
and write mi lubet...posito in v.59: when mz lubet was cor- 
rupted to me iwuet the scribe changed the adjacent posito into 
the accusative but forgot to alter the distant Vergilio, which 
survives to indicate the truth. 

lt v 47. exitus hic uitae superest mihi. 


superet G. Explicable as a conjecture. 


Ill xii 35. uetéres arcus lecto renouasse procorum. 


leto G. An obvious conjecture. 


Ui xv 3. ut mihi praetexti pudor est uelatus amicus. 
amictus G. Given also by DV. 


It xvii 11, 12. 
semper enim uacuos nox sobria torquet amantes 
spesque timorque animo_uersat utroque modo. 


animum...utringue meum G. Explicable as a conjecture, and a 
bad conjecture: mewm impairs the sense. The text can be 
emended by the simple substitution of e for o: 

spesque timorque animae uersat utroque modo, 
‘hope and fear toss them to and fro like a wind’: ‘utroque’ is 
the adverb (Ovid rem. 448 ‘secta bipertito cum mens discurrit 


utroque’), and ‘animae modo’ = ‘aurae ritu’ (Ovid am, II 4 14 
‘fulminis ire modo’). 


Ill xvii 30. cingit Bassaricas Lydia mitra comas. 


cinget G. Given also by v. 
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Ill xxii 5, 6. 


si te forte iuuant Helles Athamantidos urbes, 
et desiderio, Tulle, mouere meo. 


nec G. Explicable as a conjecture. 


I1vi86. hac ubi Fidenas longa erat isse uia. 
wre G. Given also by FDV. 


Iv ii3. Tuscus ego Tuscis orior. 


ego et G. An obvious metrical emendation: thus other of the 
inferior MSS insert a. 


Iv ii 58. haec spatiis ultima creéa meis. 


meta G. An obvious conjecture, but unnecessary and probably 
wrong: creta is defended by Plin. h. n. vir 42 65 § 160 ‘peracto 
legitimo cursu ad cretam stetere’. 


Iv v 19, 20. 


exorabat opus uerbis ceu blanda_ perwre 
saxosamque ferat sedula culpa uiam. 


‘pererrat G’ says Mr Luetjohann. G does not give pererrat, 
which moreover is an absurd reading: it gives perurat, which 
is given also by v. 


IV vii 65, 66. 


haec summa aeternis queritur liuere catenis 
bracchia nec meritas frigida saxa manus, 


sua maternis G. A most elegant emendation, but not hard to 
find for anyone who was acquainted with the well known story 
of Andromeda. G apparently belongs to the latter half of the 
15th century and was written in Italy, which by that date 
contained many scholars quite capable of the correction. 


IV vili 68, 69. 
Lygdamus, ad plutei fulcra sinistra latens, 
eruitur, geniumque meum protractus adorat. 


prostratus G. Again a good emendation. Mr Luetjohann 
argues that this can hardly be a conjecture, because there was 
no necessity for altering the text; but Italian Mss of this 
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date are replete with unnecessary alterations, some wrong, 
some right. 


IV viii 77, 78. 


colla caue inflectas ad summum obliqua theatrum, 
aut lectica tuae sudet aperta morae. 


‘sudet G, sidet N; ubi e G scriptura Kochius in symb. ph. B. 
p. 328 haud improbabiliter enucleauit nudet operta’ writes 
Mr Luetjohann. He is mistaken: sudet is given by N, and 
by FDV into the bargain. 


Iv ix 21, dixerat; at sicco torquet sitis ora palato. 


torret G. The alteration is not only unnecessary but detri- 
mental: extreme thirst, as is well known, distorts the mouth 
into a grin, 

IV ix 22. terraque non ullas feta ministrat aquas. 


Festa G, whence Mr Luetjohann would read tosta with Keil. It 
is true that feta is obscure and tosta appropriate; but the 
emendation is quite uncertain, and no editor has yet adopted it. 


Iv ix 38. Alciden terra suscepta uocat. 
recepta G. Given also by FDV. 


To these examples I add one more, put forward by Mr 
Ellis p. 893: 11 ii 21, 22. 
et sua cum antiquae committit scripta Corinnae 
carminaque quits non putat aequa suis. 


lyrnes G, whence Volscus conjectured Hrinnes. Admitting for 
the sake of argument that the conjecture is right, I remark 
that G displays no peculiar merit, since v gives lyrines which is 
nearer yet. 

We see then that the proofs of G’s sincerity adduced by its 
defenders are ineffectual. They fall into three classes : readings 
which are false; readings which are explicable as conjectures ; 
and readings which are given not only by G but by one or 
other of the witnesses NAFDVfv. Is it asked, Why may not 
G, in respect of the readings which it shares with NAFDVfv, be 
just as sincere as are NAFDVfv in respect of the readings 
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which they share with G? the answer is ready to-hand in the 
simple fact that, while NAFDVfv give scores of sincere readings 
which are not in G, G gives no sincere reading which is not in 
one or other of NAFDVfv. This fact of course has only one 
explanation: G is derived from these Mss, or from some of 
them or from one of them, and possesses no genuine element 
drawn from any other source. The particular Ms from which 
G does in point of fact derive the greater number of its 
readings is V corrected by v, as has been already observed by 
Baehrens prolegg. p. x. 

Next I come to the Cuiacianus or Perusinus, perhaps the 
worst Ms of Propertius in the world. It was written at Perugia 
in 1467, came into the possession of Cujas, was lent by him to 
Scaliger, exerted a deleterious influence on Scaliger’s recension, 
and then disappeared from sight: for some two hundred and 
fifty years it remained ‘inrepertum et sic melius situm’, till in 
1874 Mr Palmer had the ill luck to discover it in the library 
of a friend. The following are the passages, few enough, in 
which he has accepted its readings or built conjectures on them. 


I xx 52. formosum nymphis credere wisus Hylam. 
rursus P in marg., whence Mr Palmer elicits the admirable 
emendation which I have accepted in my previous discussion of 
the passage’: ni wis perdere rursus. But rursus is given also 
by v. 

Il vi 20. nutritus duro, Romule, lacte lupae. 
durae P. Given also by F. | 

Il xili 55, 56. 

illis formosum dacuisse paludibus, illue 


diceris effusa tu, Venus, isse coma, 


lawisse P. Explicable as a conjecture and accepted by no 
modern editor but Mr Palmer. 
11 xiv 15, 16. 


atque utinam non tam sero mihi nota fuisset 
condicio! cinert nune medicina datur. 


1 pp. 105 sq. 
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emeritt P, whence Mr Palmer proposes ‘ emerito cinert nunc’ cet., 
an alteration which deprives the hexameter of all relevant 
sense. The reading of P is due to the fact that cinert and 
emert are palaeographically almost identical. 


II xxxii 45. 
haec eadem ante alam inpune et Lesbia fecit. 


illam 1am P. An obvious and perhaps unnecessary conjecture, 
The mss offer two more examples, II xv 1 and II vii 49, of hiatus 
at the caesura. 


II xxxuli 11, 12. 


a quotiens quernis laesisti frondibus ora, 
mansisti stabulis abdita pasta tuis. 


abbita P, whence Mr Palmer brilliantly recovers the truth: 
‘mandisti et stabulis arbita pasta tuis’. I have fully admitted 
above’ that abbita is a most extraordinary freak and has all the 
tokens of sincerity if considered in itself. But a freak and no 
more we are in reason bound to deem it, when we find it 
absolutely alone in a wilderness of depravity. 


ry iu 41, 72. 
haecne marita fides et pactae 2am mihi noctes, 
cum rudis urgenti bracchia uicta dedi. 


This reading of P is accepted by Mr Palmer. If there is any- 
thing in my discussion of the passage above’, the sense is 
unsatisfactory; nor are the variations hae sunt pactae mihi and 
et parce auta easily deduced from this original. 


Tv Riel, 22, 


assideant, fratrem iuxta Minoia sella, et 
Eumenidum intento turba seuera foro. 


So Mr Palmer, taking sella et from P. It is given also by V, 
and is wrong: et is placed at the end of an hexameter by the 
satiric poets alone (Lachmann on Lucr. 1 502). 

In these passages only has even Mr Palmer assigned any 
weight to the readings of the Perusinus. The Perusinus then 
is judged. 


2 


1 vol. xxi pp. 111 sq. 2 vol. xx pp. 148 sq. 
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The only other Ms specifically patronised by any writer since 
Baehrens is the Hamburgensis: its patron is Mr Plessis, whose 
words I transcribe because such things must be seen to be 
believed: they occur on p. 41 of his études critiques sur Properce. 

‘Je trouve que le Hamburgensis n’est guére inférieur aux 
manuscrits de M. Baehrens et que Hertzberg n’avait pas tort de 
ladmettre dans sa récension. M. Baehrens lui-méme accorde au 
Hamburgensis une mention honorable. II] dit que, parmi les 
manuscrits contenant Catulle et Tibulle avec Properce, c’est le 
seul qui mérite d’étre cité [what Baechrens says is ‘fortasse 
memorari meretur’] parce qu’il est transcrit d’aprés F ayant, 
il est vrai, déj&i souffert des corrections. Cette derniére cir- 
constance diminue la valeur du Hamburgensis aux yeux de 
M. Baehrens, qui n’en reléve les variantes que de loin en loin avec 
celles d’autres manuscrits interpolés, sous le signe commun ¢ ; 
d’aprés opinion de M. Léo et la mienne sur AFDV, le copiste 
de H a, au contraire, bien fait de tenir compte des corrections 
de FY’ 

Mr Plessis therefore admits that the Hamburgensis is copied 
from F, and yet would have us receive it into our apparatus 
criticus. 

It remains only to notice the assertion of Mr Leo, p. 447, 
where after extolling N as the mainstay of Propertian criticism 
he proceeds ‘librarii errores arguere ualebit e melioribus 
uulgaris notae libris quicumque eligetur. uerum AFDV 
omnino nihil ualent’. We have just tried and condemned the 
only three among the vulgar Mss which have been selected by 
any recent critic. When Mr Leo specifies his selections it will 
be possible to examine their merits: till then it must suffice to 
say that I have scrutinised the mass of critical material collected 
by Burmann and Hertzberg without discovering a fragment of 
genuine tradition unknown to us from NAFDVfv". 





1 This is the place to speak as I 
promised, vol. xxr p. 101, of the mss 
to which Mr Hosius has called atten- 
tion since this treatise was written. 
A collation of his Neapolitanus 268 
has been obtained by Dr Postgate, 
who has been kind enough to inform 


me of its readings in a number of 
passages which I selected as tests, 
Mr Hosius’ estimate seems altogether 
correct: the ms is one from which we 
shall get nothing new: at the utmost 
it may help to settle the tradition of 
the family AF when A is absent and 
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CONCLUSION. 


I hope that I have now made good the promises with which 
I set out. It has been demonstrated, against Baehrens, that N 
contains a genuine element which AFDV do not contain’, and 
it has been demonstrated, against Messrs Solbisky Plessis and 
Weber, that this genuine element in N is not derived from the 
archetype of AFDV but from an independent source’ whence f 
and v have also derived a genuine element not possessed by 
AFDV*. It has further been shewn that N contains a second 
element drawn from a MS of the family AF, and a third and 
smaller element drawn from a Ms of the family DV*. It has 
been demonstrated, against Mr Leo, that AFDV contain a 
genuine element which N does not contain’, and it has been 
demonstrated, against Mr Solbisky, that the two families AF 
and DV deserve equal credence as witnesses to the reading of 
their archetype O° It has been shewn also that each one 
of the four codices AFDV preserves fragments of truth peculiar 
to itself’. 

It is proved therefore that the cardinal Mss are related 
to one another as I asserted in my second thesis. Hence follows 
as a necessary consequence the truth of my first thesis: that 
the seven authorities NAFDVfv are independent witnesses and 
must all be employed if we would reconstruct the Propertian 
archetype. 


F dissents from N. The same may be even better. I base this opinion chiefly 


said of another new ms, Holkhamicus 
333, an account of which was read 
by Dr Postgate before the Cambridge 
Philological Society on May 11. I 
expect more from Mr Hosius’ Vrbinas 
641 and from a closely similar Paris 
codex, the Memmianus of Passerat, 
my knowledge of which I owe to Dr 
Postgate. These two mss are akin to 
N and on the whole decidedly inferior 
to it; but I think it possible that they 
here and there preserve the Z element 


on the Tarpeiius quoted from both at 
Iv i7: another example will be their 
seloni at Iv i 31 if my conjecture seueri 
is true. 

1 vol. xx1 pp. 110 sqq. 

2 vol. xx pp. 135—138. 

3 pp. 105—115. 

4 pp. 95—98. 

5 vol. xxi pp. 149 sqq. 

6 vol. xxI pp. 168 sqq. 

7 pp. 99—105. 
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Finally it has been shewn that the residue of the MSs 
exhibit no element of genuine tradition not possessed by one 
or other of these’, whence it follows that they are derived 
from these, and are therefore to be cast aside. 


T add a few remarks on certain matters connected with our 
subject. 


In my stemma codicum, following the accepted practice, I 
have expressed the threefold origin of N in the simplest form 
by three lines converging on that Ms from its three sources. I 
am not however to be understood as implying that N was 
copied directly from these: that indeed I think incredible: but 
since it is impossible to say how many steps separate N from 
each of its ancestors, any more detailed scheme would be purely 
conjectural and almost certainly wrong. Here however I will 
indicate one method by which the text of N may have been 
formed. Let us imagine a codex a of the family AF: there 
. comes a scribe who employs this as his exemplar but has also at 
hand a codex # of the family DV to which he turns for help 
when a puzzles him: thus equipped he executes a copy which 
we will call y. The owner of y lights upon the codex Z which 
has an unmistakable air of high antiquity, and he reverentially 
copies thence a great number of readings into his own codex y, 
just as v has copied a great number of them into V. Then 
comes a scribe who employs y as his exemplar and, in transcrib- 
ing it, incorporates in his copy the readings of Z appearing in 
the margin, which he takes to be meant for corrections, just as 
the Groninganus, in transcribing V, has incorporated many of 
the readings of v.° The copy thus formed is our N. All this is 
a mere flight of the imagination; but my aim is to leave 
nothing obscure, and to shew that, although we cannot trace 
how the confluence into N of the three streams of tradition 
actually came to pass, that confluence itself is a matter of no 
difficulty. 

It will be observed that in discussing the merits and the 
faults of N I have eschewed all reference to the vexed question 


1 pp. 116—124. 
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of its date. This I have done for two reasons. First, the date 
of N, being still in dispute, cannot legitimately be made the 
foundation of an argument. Secondly, the date of N is im- 
material to our estimate of its worth. If it were proved to 
belong, as Messrs Keil and Plessis contend, to the 12th 
century, that would indeed confute Baehrens’ estimate of it; 
but then I think I have confuted Baehrens’ estimate already 
without this help. If on the other hand it were proved to be 
written, as Baehrens contends, later than 1430, that fact would 
not one whit discredit the proofs of its sincerity amassed in 
these pages, because those proofs are intrinsic. I myself how- 
ever incline, I confess, to suspect that N is not earlier than the 
15th century, for the following reason. Mr Lucian Mueller 
praef. p. IX, while conceding that its handwriting in some 
respects though not in all resembles that of the 12th or even 
the 11th century, has the words ‘quid quod ipsae membranae 
saeculum XV potius quam XIII referre uidebantur?’; and 
Baehrens too prolegg. p. VIII says ‘certe ipsae cartae non 
priores saeculo xv’. Now this statement, true or false, has 
never been contradicted. Mr Plessis devotes a whole chapter, 
pp. 6—18, to this Ms: he has much to say on the antique 
aspect of its writing; but not by one word does he so much as 
attempt to refute the assertion that the parchment on which it 
is written is of the 15th century. If then I give, as I am 
bound to give, equal credence to the two parties in the dispute, 
I must deem the date assigned to N by Mueller and Baehrens 
the more probable; since it seems easier for a man living in 
the 15th century to imitate the writing of the 12th than 
for a man living in the 12th to imitate the writing materials 
of the 15th. 


Which is the best MS of Propertius? There is no best Ms 
of Propertius. But if we were compelled to choose two Mss, and 
to construct our text from them alone, the choice would be easy: 
they should be N and D, because they best supply one another’s 
defects. D is not only the best representative of the family 
DV but it is the best representative of O; for, though the 
family AF is quite equal to the family DV, neither A nor F 
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represents its family so well as D represents the other, since A 
is mutilated and F is carelessly written by an illiterate man. 
N on the other hand, exceedingly untrustworthy as a represent- 
ative of O, contains a large element of truth derived from Z to 
which D had no access, and moreover has drawn even from O, 
through the family AF, a great deal which serves to supplement 
the testimony of D. Possessing these two Mss we should still 
lack many true readings of the family AF which F alone 
preserves, and many true readings from Z presented only by 
f or v; but no other two Mss would leave us lacking so little. 


To conclude: I design this treatise for a defence of eclecticism, 
but of eclecticism within scientific bounds, The student of an 
ancient text has two enemies, There is the devotee of system 
who prefers simplicity to truth, and who having half learnt 
from Madvig and Bekker the great lesson of our century, 
- magnam et inconditam testium turbam ad paucos et certos esse 
redigendam, a quibus cetert rem acceperint, selects his few 
witnesses without ascertaining if they were really the inform- 
ants of the rest, constructs a neat apparatus at whatever cost 
to the text of his hapless author, and seeks to overawe the 
timid by sonorous talk about ‘sanae artis praecepta omnia’; 
and there is the born hater of science who ransacks Europe for 
waste paper that he may fill his pages to half their height with 
the lees of the Italian renascence, and then by appeals to the 
reader’s superstition would persuade him to hope without 
reason and against likelihood that he will gather grapes of 
thorns and figs of -thistles. Here is my attempt to fortify 
against delusion on either hand the student of at least one 
Latin author. 


A, E, HOUSMAN. 









THE CHRONOLOGY OF THE CORINTHIAN WAR. 


i 


THE dates for the beginning and end of the Corinthian 
War are well established, the first by the ‘eclipse of August 14, 
394, the second by the *consensus of evidence that the Peace of 
Antalcidas, which ended the war, was concluded in the archon- 
ship of Theodotus, July 387—July 386. The eclipse fixes 
first the date of the outbreak of the war in the preceding year, 
in which ‘campaign Lysander was slain at Haliartus; and-~ 
secondly the dates of the sea-fight at Cnidus, a few days before 
the eclipse; of the battle of Coronea a short time after the 
eclipse; and also of the battle of Corinth, which was fought 
a few weeks earlier, about the end of the “archonship of 
Diophantus, June 394. The chronology of the subsequent 
events has been much disputed owing to the vagueness of the 
marks of time given by Xenophon and the palpable mistakes of 
Diodorus: a difference indeed of as much as two years appears 
in the various arrangements, advocated by different chronologists, 
some placing the destruction of the Spartan mora by Iphicrates 
in 392, others in 390, according as they date the biennial 
Isthmian games mentioned by *Xenophon. Grote’s view, which 
adopts the later year, seems on the -whole ‘to be the more 
probable, and to have the support of what little additional 
evidence has been collected since his time. 

The prime difficulty is due to the fact that Xenophon has 
chosen to narrate the events of the war by land and by sea in 


1 Xen. Hell. iv. 3. 10. Further 2 Aristides ii. 370. Diodorus xiv. 
references to Xen. Hell. are denoted Polyb. i. 6. 


by the number of the book, chapter, 301, b.-19. 
and section only, Lysias, Arist. 28. 4 Aristides ii. 370. 
Bav,.0. 4. 


Journal of Philology. vou. xxt. 9 
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two wholly distinct sections, which only cross each other 
certainly ‘at one point and doubtfully at another, and out of 
neither case can much help be derived towards fixing the 
chronology. The events of the land-war he narrates uninter- 
ruptedly from iv. 4 1, when Agesilaus at the end of the 
campaign of 394 B.c. disbanded his army, to iv. 7. 7, where he 
recounts an expedition of Agesipolis against Argos. Then 
from iv. 8. 1 to v. 1.35 he professes to relate wavta...tad Kata 
Oaratrav Kal Tas mpos OadaTTy TorELS yevoueva—all the events 
that happened by sea during the same period of time, under 
the limitation, however, that he treats only of trav mpakewr 
tas aEvourvnpove’tovs. The problem is therefore so to combine 
these two sections and harmonize them with the scattered 
statements of other authorities, as to evolve a tolerably self- 
consistent scheme of chronology. 

At the end of the campaign of 394 B.c., "Agesilaus, we are 
told, disbanded his army and sailed home; and *Conon, while 
blockading the Hellespont, collected ships for the ensuing 
campaign. Accordingly next spring (393) Conon and Pharna- 
bazus sailed across the Aegean, made various descents upon the 
Peloponnesian coast, captured Cythera, and sailed to the Isthmus 
of Corinth, where they found a number of allies assembled to 
prosecute the war with Sparta. ‘Pharnabazus urged them to 
act vigorously, leaving with them at the same time a consider- 
able sum of money, and then sailed homewards. On the way, 
however, Conon persuaded him to allow him to stay with the 
fleet at Athens, and to provide him with money for the purpose 
of rebuilding the Long Walls and the fortifications of Pireus. 
Thus was Conon enabled to do this great service to his country. 
That all these events, including at least the beginning of the 
rebuilding of the Long Walls, must have taken place before 
July 393, is proved by an “inscription recently discovered at 
Athens, which records the hiring of artizans by Conon for this 


1 iv. 4, 19: iv. 8. 28. Teleutias’ $ iv. 8. 7. 
twelve ships. 4 iv. 8. 8. 

2 iv. 4. 1. This happened some 5 OIA, ii. 830. Kéhler, Mitth. 4. 
time after the Pythian games (Sept- 4. Archiio. Instit. in Athen, iii. 1878, 
ember): ef. iv. 3. 21 with Plut. Agesil. p, 50, and Wachsmuth, Kénigl. sich- 
19, sisch, Gesell. 1887, p. 372, 
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purpose in the archonship of Eubulides, July 394 to July 393. 
With the Persian gold the ‘Corinthians also found the means 
to equip a fleet, with which they gained the mastery over the 
Corinthian Gulf and maintained it, notwithstanding the efforts 
of the Lacedemonians to dispossess them, until Teleutias 
(apparently in the following year 392/391) succeeded to the 
command of the Lacedemonian ships and asserted once more 
the Lacedeemonian supremacy. 

So far all is clear: now comes the first difficulty. Are the 
dissensions and battles at Corinth narrated by Xenophon in iv. 
4 to be put before or after the visit of Conon and Pharnabazus? 
*Grote argues with great force that they are to be put after- 
wards. He maintains that on the first outbreak of the war in 
395, *when they received money from Tithraustes, and again, 
in 393, when they received money from Pharnabazus, the 
Corinthians were zealous in carrying on the war and had no 
reasons for discontent; whereas the discontents spoken of in 
iv. 4.1 could only have arisen from causes, which “took effect 
after a long continuance—the hardships of the land-wars, the 
losses of property and slaves, the jealousy towards Attica and 
Beeotia as being undisturbed, &c.” At least the summer of 393 
must therefore be allowed, wherein the ravages complained of 
may have taken place; so that, if ‘Kirchner’s conjecture as to 
the date of the *Euclea, based upon the analogy of the 
Corcyreean Calendar, be accepted, the massacre of the oligarchs 
must have happened about February 392. Then Praxitas 
gained his victory within the walls of Corinth in the summer of 
the same year, and at the end of the campaign large arma- 
ments ‘were given up on both sides, and the contending 
parties henceforward limited themselves to harassing each 
other with mercenary forces stationed at Corinth and Sicyon 
respectively. In the same year may be placed the ’exploits of 
Iphicrates’ peltasts at Phlius and in Arcadia, and the rebuilding 


1 iv. 8. 10, 11. be a still stronger confirmation of 
2 ix. 152. Grote’s view. 
8 iii, 5. 1. 5 iv. 4. 2. 
4 De Andocidis. que fertur tertia 6 iv. 4. 14. 
oratione, p. 10. Could more reliance 7 iv, 4, 15—18. 


be placed on this conjecture, it would 
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of the Long Walls of Corinth with the help of the Athenians. — 

Agesilaus’ first invasion of Argos, the event next ‘recorded by 
Xenophon, thus falls naturally at the opening of the campaign 
of 391—a date confirmed by ?Andocides, who apparently in the 
winter of 392—391 speaks of the war as having continued four 
years (i.e. 395—392) and of the Argolis being as yet unravaged. 
It is to be noted that Diodorus (xiv. 97) also speaks of an 
invasion of the Argolis by Agesilaus in the archonship of 
Nicoteles 391/390; but he represents Agesilaus as returning 
immediately to Sparta, imstead of marching onwards, as 
Xenophon relates, to the Isthmus, so that not too much stress 
must be laid upon this coincidence. The invasion of the Argolis 
was followed by the capture of Lechzeum through the *joint 


action of Agesilaus and Teleutias. 


1 iv. 4. 19. 

* ef. De Pace §§ 18—20. It seems 
impossible to make Andocides quite 
consistent with Xenophon. He speaks 
of three Peloponnesian victories, and 
by the third over ’Apyetous ev dravras 
kal Kopiv@lovs, judy dé cal Bowrdv 
Tovs mapévras (cf. Xen. Hell. iv. 4. 9) 
he evidently means Praxitas’ victory 
within the Long Walls of Corinth. If 
Xenophon be right, then Andocides 
must be wrong in stating that the 
Lacedemonians at the same time 
captured Lechwum—a pardonable ex- 
aggeration in an orator, especially 
when we remember what Xenophon 
tells us, that many of the Beotian 
guards within the town were slain 
upon the walls and upon the roofs of 
the docks. Andocides goes on to say 
that, now that the war had lasted four 
years (395—392), the Boeotians were 
on the point of making peace, agreeing 
to leave Orchomenos independent, 
though this had been their original 
subject of dispute with Sparta; whereas 
the Argives, secured by their warpla 
and idia elpjvn from all ravaging of 
their country (i.e. before Agesilaus’ 


This brings us ‘next 


invasion in 391), were eager for the 
war to continue. At this moment 
the Athenians were (§ 12) already in 
possession of Lemnos, Imbros, and 
Scyros, and according to Andocides 
the Lacedemonians were now ready 
to admit their claims to these pos- 
sessions; whereas Antalcidas’ pro- 
posals (Xen. Hell. iv. 8. 12—15), that 
the Athenians should recognize their 
independence, had resulted in the com- 
plete breakdown of his negotiations. 
This implies that Antalcidas’ scheme 
was earlier in date (perhaps the 
summer of 392) than the proposed 
peace advocated by Andocides; and 
that both the Athenians and the 
Spartans in the interval had seen 
some additional reasons for wishing 
for peace. These may well be found, 
on the part of the Athenians, in the 
loss of Conon’s services owing to his 
arrest by Tiribazus, and on the part 
of the Spartans in the breakdown of 
Antalcidas’ negotiations and conse- 
quent fear of Persia. 
3 iv. 4. 19 and iv, 8, 11. 
4 iv. 5. 1. 
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(é« tovrov) to Agesilaus’ expedition against Corinth at the time 
of the ‘Isthmian Games (c. April 390), shortly after which 
occurred the destruction of the Spartan mora by Iphicrates at 
the time of the Hyacinthian Festival (midsummer). This latter 
date is indirectly confirmed by the passage already referred to 
in Andocides De Pace (§ 37), where the orator states that 
though the war has continued four years, the Spartans had 
as yet suffered no reverse by land—a statement which would 
have been quite impossible after this victory of Iphicrates. 

It is natural to suppose that Agesilaus’ campaign against 
the Acarnanians, which ? Xenophon next relates, belongs to the 
following year, though there is no reason, except its order in his 
narrative, why it should not be put a year later, i.e. 388: for the 
only marks of time that the historian gives (§ 12 to wetorwpov 
and 7 § 1 maped@ovtos tod yeyudvos) do nothing towards 
fixing the year. Similarly Agesilaus’ invasion of the Argolis, 
which happened *é« rovrov, may be equally well assigned to 
388 or 387. 

So much for the chronology of the events by land. 

The chronology of the events by sea is still more difficult 
owing to the fact already mentioned, that Xenophon only 
professes to make a selection of the most important events (iv. 
8. 1—v. 1.35). How far he has narrated them in chronological 
order, and how far he has grouped them together for purposes 
of convenience in narrating, is in many cases impossible to 
discover. Little help can be gained from other sources. Dio- 
dorus gives practically none: his unreliability is abundantly 
evident from two palpable mistakes that he makes in the 
course of this period (not to mention others); (a) Diphridas, ‘he 
says in contradiction to Xenophon, commanded in Asia before 
and not after Thibron; (b) he leaves, obviously by accident, a 
whole year blank between *Thrasybulus’ setting out to the 
Hellespont and his death at Aspendus. Fortunately Polybius 


1 Tf this expedition be referred 393—391. 
(with Clinton, Dodwell, Breitenbach, 2 iv. 6. 1—14. 
&c.) to 392, then all the events o 59. 7-2, 
hitherto spoken of have to be crowded 4 xiv. 97—99. cf. Xen. Hell. iv, 
into the single year 393 instead of 8, 21. 
being spread over the three years 5 xiv. 94—99. 
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(and his statement is confirmed by Aristides ii. 370) fixes with 
certainty the Peace of Antalcidas to the year 387/386. Only 
two inscriptions throw any light upon the question. The first 
(CIA. ii. 830) confirms the date already assumed, for Conon’s 
rebuilding of the Athenian Long Walls (393 spring or summer): 
the second (CIA. ii. Add. 14 b) is thought to prove that the 
final acceptance of the Peace of Antalcidas must be put some 
months later than the date assigned by Clinton; for the in- 
scription shows that Athens was still endeavouring in the 
archonship of Theodotus (387/386) to strengthen her in- 
fluence in Clazomene. This, it is rightly targued, would 
have been impossible after the acceptance of the Peace, which 
must therefore be dated, not at the beginning, but nearer the 
middle of Theodotus’ archonship. 

Beyond these scanty materials no further help from ancient 
sources seems to be available, so that we are apparently 
reduced with Clinton and Grote to sprinkling the recorded 
events over the years 393—387 in accordance with their in- 
herent probability. 

Of late years, however, Beloch in an appendix to his ‘Die 
Attische Politik seit Perikles’ (1884) has very ingeniously tried 
to construct an annual table of the events, based upon the list 
of the Spartan admirals, which he has pieced together out of 
the casual notices in the Hellenica, This list leads to many 
striking coincidences, which in many cases tend to confirm it; 
but it involves two or three preliminary assumptions, which 
under the circumstances are hardly capable of proof. The first 
assumption is that the admiralty at Sparta was an annual 
office ; the second, that the newly elected admiral entered upon 
his office about midsummer. For both these assumptions there 
is a considerable amount of evidence, which Beloch has col- 
lected in two articles, the one in the Rheinisches Museum, 34 
(1879), the other in Philologus 43 (1884). The third assump- 
tion is that the seven names thus collected, Podanemus and 
his temporary successors Teleutias, Ecdicus, Teleutias, Hierax, 
Antalcidas, Teleutias—furnish an exhaustive list; and the 
fourth, that Teleutias, whatever may have been his title, 

1 cf, Swoboda and Kohler, Mitth. d. deutsch. Arch. Instit. vii. 1882, 
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practically filled the office for three years, notwithstanding 
the law mentioned in Hell. ii. 1. 7 that the same man could 
not be admiral more than once. In 406—405, however, the 
Spartans, Beloch reminds us, evaded this law by making 
Lysander secretary, instead of admiral, Aracus being merely the 
nominal commander-in-chief, and next year Lysander again 
appears as the de facto commander-in-chief of the fleet, what- 
ever may have been his title. Similarly, therefore, though in 
the course of the Corinthian War Teleutias appears on three 
separate occasions as the commander of the Spartan fleet, it is 
noticeable that the title of vavapyxos is only actually applied to 
him by ‘Xenophon on the third and last. Of Teleutias’ several 
commands something will be said hereafter, but under these 
assumptions, which in several points, as will appear, are in- 
cidentally confirmed, the various dates in the maritime war can 
be fixed with some degree of apparent accuracy. The method 
might indeed be extended with advantage to the Athenian 
generals mentioned in the period, who in the regular course 
of things, entered upon office about midsummer also (ie. 1 of 
Hecatombzon). In their case however there is the further 
difficulty, that they were ten in number and often re-elected in 
successive years. Still on one or two occasions this date of 
their entrance upon office enters as a factor into the problem. 
How then does Beloch arrive at his list of Spartan admirals / 
In Hell. iv. 8. 11 we are told that Podanemus was put in 
command of a fleet to counteract the Corinthian fleet, which had 
been equipped with the gold of Pharnabazus in 393 B.c. This 
cannot have occurred till after midsummer, so that Podanemus’ 
year of office must have been 393/392. Podanemus was however 
slain, and succeeded first by his secretary Pollis, who, being 
wounded, was in his turn succeeded by Herippidas. If then 
we suppose, that at midsummer Teleutias replaced Herippidas in 
the ordinary way, although Xenophon does not on this occasion 
call him vavapyos, we then get an important synchronism 
between the series of events by sea and land. For this would 
make Teleutias’ year to have been 392/391, and it appears 
from. the dates for the war by land already arrived at, that it 
2 y. 1, 13, 
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was in the spring of 391 that Teleutias captured the docks of 





Lechzeum on the same day that his brother Agesilaus re-took 
the Long Walls of Corinth (Hell. iv. 4 19). 

Xenophon nowhere says that Kcdicus (iv. 8. 20) was Te- 
leutias’ immediate successor. Can it be proved that he was ? 
Beloch thinks that it can be by reckoning backwards from 
Antalcidas, whose year can be fixed with something like cer- 
tainty to 388/387. For the Peace negotiated by him cannot 
for the reasons alleged by Clinton (F. H. sub anno) be put very 
late in the archonship of Theodotus, nor yet very early, as 
appears from the inscription about Clazomene already alluded 
to (CEA. 14b). Further it appears from Xenophon’s narrative 
that the negotiations were carried on by Antalcidas during his 
year of office. Out of that time his journey to Susa and back, 
and his business there, cannot have occupied less than six 
months, and he appears in active command of his fleet both 
before and after his journey. On his return to the coast of the 
Aegean he found a contingent of Syracusan and Italian ships 
ready to help him, which, under the conditions of ancient 
navigation, cannot have reached the Hellespont before May. 
He then captured eight Athenian ships, and further collected 
a fleet of eighty ships, with which he obtained so complete 
a command over the Hellespont that the Athenians in alarm 
became once more eager for peace. Finally a congress of Greek 
deputies met (probably at Sardis) to consider the terms offered 
by the King of Persia, and after this some considerable interval 
must have elapsed between this congress and the final ac- 
ceptance of the Peace by the various Greek states about Nov. 
387. All these proceedings must have required many months, 
so that, as Antalcidas seems to have undertaken his journey 
to Susa shortly after he entered upon his office, his year of 
command must, beyond all reasonable doubt, have been 388/387. 
His immediate predecessor was the admiral Hierax (v. 1. 3, 6), 
whose secretary was Gorgopas, and whose year must evidently 
have been 389/388. In that passage Xenophon relates with 
some detail under what circumstances Hierax took over the 
fleet from Teleutias; and in the previous chapter (iv. 8. 23) 
how Teleutias had in his turn succeeded or rather perhaps 
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superseded the admiral Ecdicus. It seems therefore legitimate 
to infer that Teleutias must at any rate, whether he was 
entitled vavapyos or not, have held the ordinary year’s com- 
mand 390/389; while, if he superseded Ecdicus a few months 
after the latter’s appointment, as an attempt will be made to 
show, he must then have been de facto commander-in-chief 
of the Spartan fleet for more than eighteen months. This 
would make Ecdicus’ year of office to be 391/390; whence it 
follows from what has already been stated, that Ecdicus in his 
turn must have been Teleutias’ immediate successor, shortly 
after the latter’s capture of Lechzeum in the early summer of 
391. 

The list of Spartan admirals having been thus arrived at, 
the remaining events of the maritime war can be arranged with 
comparative ease. 

393/392. Podanemus, admiral; Pollis, secretary. 

Certain skirmishes of which Xenophon ‘gives no details, 
except the death of Podanemus and the wounding of Pollis, 
whereupon the command was taken by Herippidas, took place 
this year in the Corinthian Gulf. 

392/391. Teleutias, admiral(?). 

A priori and on the analogy of Lysander it would be natural 
to suppose that Teleutias was regularly appointed admiral this 
year, and that afterwards owing to his distinguished services 
and as the brother of King Agesilaus he was on the two subse- 
quent occasions irregularly appointed to the supreme command. 
In the absence of all direct evidence however this must be left 
as an open question. 

This summer (392) Antalcidas’ *attempt to bring about a 
general peace among the contending Greek states in the name 
of Tiribazus, the Persian satrap at Sardis, failed owing to the 
opposition of Athens, Thebes, and Argos. 

In the autumn *Tiribazus, having first arrested Conon, who 
had come as envoy to his court to represent Athenian interests 
against Antalcidas, repaired to the Persian Court at Susa. 
After his arrival the Persian king sent down Struthas to 


1 iv. 8. 11. 2 iv. 8. 12—15. * dy./8, 16,.17. 
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succeed him at Sardis. Some six months must be allowed for 


these two journeys, which brings us to the spring of 391. This 
spring Teleutias ‘captured the docks of Lechzeum on the same 
day that Agesilaus after his invasion of the Argolis re-took the 
walls of Corinth. About the same time the Lacedemonians, 
finding Struthas hostile to their interests in Asia, sent out 
Thibron to oppose him: but Thibron was soon defeated and 
slain. 

391/390. Ecdicus, admiral. 

The Lacedzemonians at one and the same time sent out 
their admiral Ecdicus to help their supporters in Rhodes, and 
Diphridas to collect the remains of Thibron’s army and to 
continue the war against Struthas. Diodorus (xiv. 97), as 
Beloch remarks, synchronizes the invasion of the Argolis by 
Agesilaus (which however, as was noted above, he describes 
with some difference of detail as compared with Xenophon), 
and the expedition of Eudocimus (presumably Ecdicus?), Philo- 
dicus, and Diphridas. It is noticeable too that he records them 
both under the year of the archon Nicoteles 391/390. The 
synchronism is doubtless more reliable than the date ; still they 
both confirm the present scheme of chronology, which puts the 
expedition of Agesilaus in the same natural year (391) as the 
admiralship of Ecdicus; for according to Diodorus’ system of 
reckoning, which begins the year in mid-winter or early spring, 
391 is the proper figure, whereby to denote the whole archon- 
ship of Nicoteles. Ecdicus, ?Xenophon tells us, finding the 
enemy too strong at Rhodes remained inactive at Rhodes 
until his recal on the arrival of Teleutias odv tats dadexa 
vavow ais eiyev év TO Trepl Axaiay cal Aéyasov Kodr@. At 
this point, if we follow Beloch, we have to assume that not only 
Ecdicus remained inactive for the remainder of his twelve 
months’ command at Cnidus, but that Teleutias also after his 
first year had remained a second year in command of these 
same twelve ships in the Corinthian Gulf, after his victory and 
the permanent occupation of Lecheum by the Lacedsemonians 
had rendered his further presence there unnecessary. On the 
other hand it might of course be argued, that, if neither of the 

1 iv. 4. 19. 2 iv. 8. 22, 
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two commanders had done anything of importance within the 
year, Xenophon would, according to the principle which he 
laid down for himself in iv. 8. 1, have simply skipped over the 
interval. Still it seems to be more consistent with Xenophon’s 
narrative here, and, as will appear hereafter, with the exploits 
of Thrasybulus, who was sent out against Teleutias, and of 
his successors, to suppose that the Spartan government, con- 
trasting the victorious energy of Teleutias at Lechzeum in the 
_ spring with the unsuccessful inactivity of Ecdicus at Cnidus, 
decided to supersede the regular admiral after a few months 
only of his command had expired. If this hypothesis be correct, 
Teleutias must have sent Ecdicus home in the autumn of 391, 
and must have continued for some twenty months or more 
(just like Lysander in 405, 404 B.c.) de facto admiral of the 
Spartan fleet, whatever his title may have been. Soon after 
his arrival (i.e. late autumn of 391) Teleutias sailed to Rhodes 
and on the way ‘captured an Athenian squadron, which had 
been despatched under Philocrates to assist Evagoras in Cyprus. 
The Athenians thereupon made great exertions to counteract 
the activity of Sparta in the eastern Aegean, and sent a fleet 
of 40 vessels under Thrasybulus the Stirian to help the Rhodian 
democrats. Most of the winter of 391/390, we may well assume, 
was occupied in equipping this fleet, so that Thrasybulus pro- 
bably sailed in the spring of 390. For fear of Teleutias how- 
ever he directed his course to the Hellespont, where among 
other things he succeeded in winning over Byzantium to the 
Athenian side and in imposing the toll upon vessels passing 
through the Bosporus once more for the benefit of Athens. 

390/389. Teleutias, de facto admiral. 

*Diodorus, as it has already been said, chronicles these 
operations of Thrasybulus under the two years 392 and 390, 
leaving by some mistake the intervening year a blank. Now it 
appears from Lysias (orr. 28 and 29), Demosthenes (pp. 475 and 
1302), and various inscriptions, as well as from Xenophon and 
Diodorus, that Thrasybulus’ successes were wide and far-reaching 
in their results, so that his operations may well have extended 
over two years or rather parts of two years. Probably therefore 

1 iv. 8. 24. 2 xiv. 94, 97. 
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he spent the whole of the summer of 390 on the Hellespont and % 


Bosporus, and the winter months at Lesbos, and undertook the 
disastrous raid upon Aspendus in which he lost his life in the 
spring of 389, ie. in the latter half of the archonship of Demos- 
tratus. Diodorus, it will be noticed, also puts his death in the 
archonship of Demostratus, meaning thereby, however, our 
year 390. Still he is by no means particular under which year 
he arranges his events, so that the coincidence noted is some 
small confirmation of the present arrangement of events, especi- 
ally as the date might very well have been recorded on his 
tomb at Athens, which Pausanias (i. 29. 3) tells us that he saw, 
and so have passed into the writings of Diodorus’ authorities. 

Beloch puts Thrasybulus’ expedition a year later for two 
reasons: (1) because he had Teleutias opposed to him, and 
Teleutias in Beloch’s list of Spartan admirals is for the year 
390/389; and (2) because Aristophanes in the Plutus (549), 
which was acted in the early months of 388, says— 

ovkovyv Ontov Ths wTwyxelas Teviay hapev eivar adeAdyv; 

bpets xy oltrep Kal OpacvBotrA@ Arovicroy eivar bmorov. 
—and has no allusions to the disastrous fate of the expedition. 
The first of Beloch’s reasons has already been dealt with. The 
second carries but little weight, not only because the political 
allusions in the play are extremely scanty, but also because the 
verse in question, which Beloch asserts must prove that Thrasy- 
bulus was still living, seems to have just as much meaning 
whether he were alive or dead. 

If then the spring of 389 be adopted as the date of Thrasy- 
bulus’ death, the succeeding events follow in the order narrated 
by Xenophon: whereas Beloch, assuming the spring of 388 
to be the date of his death, has to suppose that Xenophon, 
after in iv. 8. 31 recording the despatch of Agyrrhius, Thrasy- 
bulus’ successor, goes back in v. 1. 1, without a word of explana- 
tion, to the events of 389. 

389/388. Hierax, admiral; Gorgopas, secretary. 

Of this year’s generals the Athenians sent out 'Agyrrhius to 
take the command of Thrasybulus’ ships, which had retreated 
to Rhodes; Iphicrates, the mercenary leader (there is no need 

1 iv. 8.31. Diod. xiv. 99, 
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to suppose that he had been regularly elected otparnyés), to 
counteract the measures, which the Lacedzemonians were taking 
to undo Thrasybulus’ work upon the Hellespont; and *Pam- 
philus to put a stop to the piracy of the Aeginetans. After an 
encounter with Pamphilus at Aegina, Teleutias was superseded 
by Hierax, the regular admiral for the year. *Hierax at once 
sailed to Rhodes, leaving his secretary Gorgopas behind at 
Aegina, who for five months besieged Pamphilus in a fortress, 
which the Athenians had built upon the island: whereupon 
the Athenians removed Pamphilus and his troops. Aristo- 
phanes in the Plutus (c. Feb. 388) has an obscure allusion 
to Agyrrhius (v. 176, cf. Eccles. 184), and apparently to some 
legal process going on against a Pamphilus (v. 174), who may 
very reasonably be identified with the unsuccessful general at 
Aegina. 

388/387. Antalcidas, admiral; Nicolochus, secretary. 

After their removal of Pamphilus, the Athenians began 
once more to suffer from the depredations of the Aeginetans ; 
so now they equipped a new squadron under Eunomus, pro- 
bably one of the new generals for the year, against them. 
Shortly afterwards the new Spartan admiral Antalcidas arrived 
at Aegina, 

The remaining events of the war seem to present little 
chronological difficulty. Antalcidas took Gorgopas with him as 
escort from Aegina to Ephesus, whence he immediately sent 
him back again, at the same time that he despatched his secre- 
tary Nicolochus to Abydos to succeed Anaxibius, who had been 
defeated and slain by Iphicrates in the previous year. Gorgopas 
on his return voyage *fell in with Eunomus, drove him back to 
Aegina, and next day defeated him, capturing four of his ships. 
Shortly afterwards however he was himself defeated by Chabrias, 
who was on his way to Cyprus to help Evagoras. ‘Eteonicus 
was apparently appointed to succeed Gorgopas at Aegina. 
These events may all very well have occurred before or during 
the autumn of 388. Xenophon then goes on to say é« 8& TovTou 
ot Aaxedaimovio. Tereutiay ad éxméurovow émi ta’tas tas 
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vads vavapyov. Beloch here interprets vavapyos in his usual 


way, and is therefore obliged to suppose that the operations of 
Teleutias recorded in the following sections (13—24) belong to 
the year 387/386, and that they are thus inserted by Xenophon 
out of their chronological order: for in § 25 Xenophon goes 
back to speak of Antalcidas, who appears to be still in his year 
of office (i.e. 388/387). Moreover Beloch sees a confirmation of 
this view in the mention (§ 23) of odrKadas yeuovcas...citou, 
arguing that this must be the corn of the harvest of 387, which 
they were conveying to Athens in the autumn of that year. 
Surely however these merchantmen may have been just as 
well conveying in the spring of 387 the stored corn of the 
harvest of 388; indeed after that Antalcidas had regained the 
command of the Hellespont in the spring or early summer of 
387 there could have been no corn-ships sailing round the 
promontory of Sunium. And as for the title of vavapyos it is 
much simpler to suppose with Breitenbach (cf. not. ad loc.) 
that the designation vavapyos is here specially limited by the 
addition él ravtas tas vais, and that the Spartans, in the 
year of Antalcidas, were merely once more (av) availing them- 
selves of the services of their hitherto only successful com- 
mander at sea. In fact a continuous reading of Xenophon’s 
narrative, especially § 20 éxetvos (Teleutias) ydp évopucev 
ducdéatepov pev exe Tods “AOnvaiovs wept To év TO Apert 
vautixov Lopyoéma amodwdoTos, seems almost to necessitate 
this hypothesis; whereas according to Beloch’s reckoning 
Gorgopas’ death must have occurred nearly a twelvemonth 
before these exploits of Teleutias. 

Meantime Antalcidas, having spent some six or eight 
months in his negotiations with the Persian king and in his 
journey to and from Susa, came down again to the Aegean 
coast. There hearing that Nicolochus was besieged by Iphi- 
crates at Abydos, he went by land to that city. Arrived at 
Abydos he collected a fleet of more than 80 ships, with which 
he drove Iphicrates and the other Athenian commanders out of 
the Hellespont, and soon reduced the Athenians at home to 
wish eagerly for peace. Then followed (c. May or June 387) 
the congress of Greek deputies, assembled under the presidency 
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of Tiribazus (probably at Sardis) to listen to the terms dictated 
to them by the Great King. The next six months must have 
been occupied in the return of the deputies to their respective 
states, the opposition raised by Thebes, Agesilaus’ threatened 
invasion of Beotia, the terrorizing of Corinth and Argos into 
submission, until at last probably about November of the same 
year the én’ ’Avtadxidov eipnvn was finally accepted by all the 
Greek states. 

The above scheme of chronology for the Corinthian War 
is put forward by the present writer with considerable diffi- 
dence. Compared with Beloch’s in regard to the maritime 
events, it claims.to be more in harmony with their order in 
Xenophon’s narrative, and (if indeed that be any merit) to be 
rather more consistent with Diodorus. Again, while it recog- 
nizes the soundness in the main of Beloch’s hypothesis, that 
the Spartan admiralship was an annual office beginning about 
midsummer, it recognizes at the same time the irregular nature 
of two at any rate of Teleutias’ three commands, and does not 
seek by any undue straining of Xenophon’s text to co-ordinate 
them exactly with the tenure of the ordinary admirals. This 
view finds too its confirmation in the parallel case of Lysander, 
and does not invalidate in any way Xenophon’s general 'state- 
ment of the Spartan law—ov vopos adtois Sis Tov adTov 
vavapyetp. 


G. E. UNDERHILL. 
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ON BOOK XV OF OVID’S METAMORPHOSES. 


ANY endeavour to enlarge our critical apparatus for the last 
book of Ovid’s Metamorphoses deserves a welcome from scholars. 
The two best authorities, the Marcianus and the Neapolitanus, 
desert us at XIV 830 and 838 respectively, and the Lauren- 
tianus is lost from XII 298 onwards. We have to trust to the 
Hamburgensis or Hauniensis, h, and the Amploniensis, e1, both 
deeply interpolated. In the 5th part of his studies on the 
Tradition and Criticism of Ovid’s Metamorphoses’, Dr Hugo 
Magnus, the well-known Ovidian scholar, publishes the read- 
ings of four previously uncollated manuscripts, one at Leyden 
of the beginning of the 13th century, Leidensis Vossianus 51 
(V), one at Graz of the 13th century, Graecensis 1415 (G), 
and two paper ones at Bale of the 15th, Basileenses F v 26 
(B,) and F vi 22 (B,). 

Dr Magnus does not deceive himself about the character of 
these MSS. “Sie wimmeln”, he says, “von Schreib- und 
Lesefehlern, von Missversténdnissen und Interpolationen, sie 
sind kldglich schlecht—d. h. ebenso gut wie H(h)e, auf deren 
Lesarten man heute den Text des 15. Buches zu griinden 
vorgiebt”. I quite agree with his estimate of their badness. 
Bad as they are, however, they will have some claims upon our 
consideration if they preserve traces of the truth where h and e 
have lost it. I begin with the paper MSS. B, and B, are in 
some relationship to each other, the exact nature of which it 


1 The readings of e given in this 2 Studien zur Ueberlieferung und 
paper are those reported by Korn, with Kritik der Metamorphosen Ovid's, Pro- 
the corrections cited by Dr Magnus gramm des Sophien- Gymnasiums, 
from R. Grau De Ov. Met. Cod. Am- Berlin 1893, 4to, pp, 29. 
ploniano priore (Hall. 1892. Diss.). 
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would probably not repay anyone to investigate. Thus in xv 
848 they both end the line with ‘simul alcius euolat illa’, both 
have ‘cecidit titulus’ 856, ‘angusti’ 869, ‘astra perennis | alta’ 
875—6. Of the two B, is easily the most corrupt; but B, 
appears to have no correct reading of its own. Their claims 
to be considered rest on the undoubtedly good reading ‘eneadem’ 
in 804, which however has been found by Mr Housman in a 
much older codex in the British Museum Harley 2742, saec. 
XIII; see the Appendix to this paper. I have observed nothing 
else of any value that is not preserved in older MSS. except 
perhaps 9 ‘ Gratia’ (for Graiia?) B,, and 20 ‘ Missilus’ the same, 
but also “manche =” (Magnus), which is a little nearer to 
‘Myscelus’ than the readings of heVG. 


There is more to be said for G and V; between which also 
there appears to be some connexion, as may be inferred from 
e.g. 776 ‘en acui sceleratos cernitis enses’: ‘in mea uiscera latos 
enses’ V, ‘inlatos mea uiscera enses’ G, G having transposed 
the ‘latos’.. The following readings deserve attention: xv 73 
‘Arcuit’ GV, 80 ‘florem’ G (m erased), 92 ‘ritusque’ GV, 211 
‘sparsis per tempora canis’ (sparsus V*) V, 304 ‘derepta’ G, 


1 

‘bicorni’ V, 305 ‘capro’ (i perhaps from the first hand) G, 
526 ‘partim reprehensa relinqui’ GV (‘ partim reprensa’ h and 
N?). In 475 ‘formidatis’ GV, ‘formidantes’ he; in the same 
line ‘includite’ GV is either right (so Magnus) or points to 
‘inludite’. In 504 ‘damnauit meritumque nihil pater eicit 
urbe’ ‘eiecit’ V (also N?*) for ‘eicit’ is perhaps a remnant of 
antiquity; cf. Lachmann Lucr. p. 128. It would explain the 
origin of the corruption of late MSS. which was once the vul- 
gate and which well illustrates the growth of interpolation in 
the 15th book ‘argwit inmeritumque pater proiecit ab urbe’; 
‘pr eiecit urbe’ became ‘ proiecit urbe’, then the lost ‘ pater’ 
had to be restored; the other corrections were metrical. Be- 
fore leaving these MSS. I may add that V is remarkable for the 
number of times it omits the initial letter of each line and G 
for the Old German glosses which it contains. 


Dr Magnus’s contributions to the criticism of the book 
consist partly of short foot-notes appended to his collation, 
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and partly of suggestions supported at greater length in the — 
last 13 pages of his dissertation. The latter I now subjoin. 
The lection printed last in each case is the one which he pre- 
fers. 107 ‘putes’ h, ‘ potest’ eGV (very likely right). 111 sqq. 
‘prima putatur | hostia sus meruisse mori quia semina 
pando | eruerat rostro spemque ¢interciderat anni’, ‘eruerat 
—interciderat’ h 2 $, ‘eruerat—interceperat’ 17 © (eruerat— 
interfecerat Probus), ‘eruerit (‘euertit’ G)—interceperit’ «GV 
(probably right; as Magnus points out, the subjunctive is in 
accordance with Ovid’s custom, and ‘interceperit’ is strongly 
supported by Met. vim 292. It is also favoured by the phrase 
of the epitomator of the fables ‘nam paulatim concessum est 
ut maleficae ferae dolis interceptae occiderentur et mansueta- 
rum foetus (?) sues quod fruges satas eruerent’; compare below 
p. 148). 332—4 ‘est lacus Arcadiae, Pheneum dixere pri- 
ores, | ambiguis suspectus aquis quas nocte timeto: | nocte 
nocent potae, sine noxa luce bibuntur’; lacus heV, locus G 
(also B,.). In a long and learned disquisition Dr Magnus 
shows that there is no evidence for a lake Pheneus (this was 
the name of the town) and that the water is that of the Styx. 
See more below. 366 ‘apes quae more parentum | rura colunt’; 
‘prisca’ V which will hardly be approved of. 420 ‘sic omnia 
uerti | cernimus atque zlas adsumere robora gentes, | concidere 
has’; ‘omnia’ he, ‘tempora’ G'V (an improvement), ‘illas’ vulg., 
‘alias’ GV. 475 (already mentioned): M. well supports the 
use of ‘includite’ in this connexion, 497 sqq. ‘fando aliquem 
Hippolytum uestras quoqgue contigit aures | credulitate patris, 
sceleratae fraude nouercae | occubuisse neci’; ‘quoque’ h, ‘si’ e, 
‘puto’ GV. After the many strong parallels adduced by Dr 
Magnus which favour ‘si’ (see especially Met. ix 8 ‘nomine si 
qua suo fando peruenit ad aures | Deianira tuas’) I am some- 
what surprised that he should reject it for ‘puto’. ‘si’ alone 
explains the variants. The s was absorbed after ‘uestras’; and 
‘puto’ and ‘quoque’ are metrical corrections. The corruption 
was assisted by the fact that there was no very obvious apodosis 
to the ‘si’, viz. ‘mirabere uixque probabo ; | sed tamen ille ego 
sum’; for there should only be a comma after ‘neci’, 514 ‘ mihi 
mens interrita mansit | exiliis contenta suis’; ‘contenta’ heV, 
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‘intenta’ G, which no doubt is simpler, though I am not sure the 
vulgate is wrong. 667 ‘perueniunt’ hG, ‘conueniunt’ VeN? 
which seems right. 675 sqq. ‘cognouit numina—sacerdos | et, 
deus en! deus en! animis linguisque fauete | quisquis ades! 
dixit ’: ita h, ‘en deus est deus est’ eGV. I prefer the reading 
of Riese which M. says is ‘destitute of all extrinsic and intrinsic 
probability’, as it explains the lections both of h and of eGV, the 
former having assimilated ‘est’ and the latter ‘en’. 700 ‘seato 
Pallantidos ortu’, ‘sexto’ manche s, ‘sextae’ heGV. M. rightly 
says the first is prose and the second poetry, comparing Fast. 
Iv 373, VI 568, Met. x1 98 and other passages. 724 ‘hospitio 
sibt vunctt numinis usus’. So h, ‘iuncti sibi’ eGV, which M. 
prefers, comparing Ix 499 ‘Saturnus Opem iwnctam sibi san- 
guine duxit’. I cannot assent. Each order is right in its place; 
the emphasis is here on the person ‘sibi’, there on the relation- 
ship ‘iunctam’. Besides, it makes a difference whether the 
abl. precede or follow; and the rhythm ‘sibi iuncti’ was more 
likely to be changed than vice versa. 726 ‘innisus’ h, ‘innixus’ 
eGV. By a collection of the instances M. strives to show that 
in Ovid tradition is for x, not s, in nitor and cognates; his case 
appears to be strong. 729 sqq. ‘huc omnis populi passim ma- 
trumque patrumque | obuia turba ruit quaeque ignis, Troica, 
seruant | Vesta tuos’; ‘seruant’ B,, many s, ‘seruat’ heG (‘ser- 
uet’ V), which seems better. 824 ‘Emathiaque iterum madefient 
caede Philippi’; ‘Emathiaque’ heV (‘Emathiaeque’ B,,.), ‘Ema- 
thiique’ G, as in Lucan 1x 271. 855 sq. ‘sic magni cedit titulis 
Agamemnonis Atreus| Aegea sic Theseus, sic Pelea wincit Achil- 
les’: ‘magni’ 1 =, ‘magnis’ hGV, ‘magnus’ e, which seems better ; 
‘uincit’, ‘uicit’ heG, supported also by Juv. xiv 214; the 
change of tense need not distress us. ) 

One cannot help observing how often in these recommenda- 
tions and others Dr Magnus reverts to the reading of older texts, 
for example J. C. Jahn’s. Thus in xiv 844 ‘fatebor’, xv 62 
‘remotus’, 92, 113, 251, 475, 498, 667, 724, 726, 855, the read- 
ing he advocates is that of Jahn; a proof indeed that later 
editors have not given so much attention to that edition as 
they should. His statements have this advantage over his 
neglected predecessor’s that they are based on exact and recent 
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examination of definite manuscripts, while Jahn’s and Heinsius’ 


statements are often, perhaps not always with justice, suspected 
of inaccuracy. Though every reader of Dr Magnus’s dissertation 
will echo the wish that his search for manuscripts will be re- 
warded by the discovery of better ones than those whose readings 
are here before us, it is an allowable scepticism to doubt whether 
such are to be found. Indeed it may be questioned whether 
they will enrich us by a single new reading of importance that 
can lay claim to any antiquity. This somewhat desponding 
view is confirmed by the results of Mr Housman’s collation of 
the codices in the British Museum. ‘Aeneaden’ and ‘Antium’ 
718 are now well supported; but there are no discoveries. 
It is confirmed also by the fact that the version of the Greek 
monk Planudes (which, as is well known, was made from a 
codex that, though bad enough in many respects, had yet 
sometimes preserved the truth where other authorities have 
lost it) presents in this part of the Metamorphoses but little 
of an independent value. I believe Mr Owen (T'ristia Praef. 
p- Ixxvi) has secured the only emendation which it will supply, 
XV 53 ‘pererratis quae spectant aequora terris’, for ‘litora’ 
which is an explanation of the relative clause. All besides 
that I have been able to find—for Mr Owen’s ‘allisarum’ 
in 338 will not do at all; the Clashing Rocks did not dash 
water on to themselves but squeezed it out between them—is 
@® @TWwt Tov ovpavev (?=‘o cuiuis caelum’, which would bea 
stroke nearer to ‘cui ius’ than the ‘cuius’ of our MSS.) 38 and 
THY Xphow Tov yadaxTos for ‘lacteus usus’ 79, apparently a 
misunderstanding of ‘umor’, to which all our MSS. have prefixed 
an h, Nor is much to be hoped from the epitomator of the 
Fables, on whom the editors have foisted the name of Lactantius 
Placidus, in Muncker’s Mythographi Latini. It is true that he 
had ‘aeratis (postibus)’ in 620, for which he gives ‘aeneis car- 
dinibus’, a reading now extant in no ancient authority; and, 
like Planudes («ai odros), he had ‘ Hic in aquas’, the reading of 
G, in 251. But his trustworthiness as a source may be gauged 
by his paraphrase of 55 sqq. ‘tumulum sub quo sacrata Cro- 
tonis | ossa tegebat humus’ cett., ‘urbem constituit eamque a 
proximo tumulo cui Zares Neptuni filius subiectus erat, Tarentum 
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nominauit’, and this in spite of 50,51. We must then, I am 
afraid, rest our hopes of improving the text of this concluding 
part of Ovid’s greatest poem upon conjecture only: and it is from 
this point of view that the following proposals are submitted. 


XIV 845 sqq. 


‘nec mora, Romuleos cum uirgine Thaumantea 
ingreditur colles. ibi sidus ab aethere lapsum 
decidit in terras, a cuius lumine flagrans 
Hersiliae (or -e) crinis cum sidere cessit in auras. 
hance manibus notis Romanae conditor arcis 
excipit’. 

This tradition of all our copies in 848 has rightly given 
offence ; for no attentive reader of Ovid will suppose that he 
would tell you what happened to the hair of Hersilia and omit 
to tell you what happened to its owner. His habits are all the 
other way. If however there were any warrant for a nom. ‘ Her- 
silie’ or ‘ Hersilid@’, the tradition might be retained; but there 
is none. The conjectures hitherto proposed, ‘ Hersilia e terris’ 
Polle, ‘ Hersilia aerias’ Zingerle, ‘ Hersilia aetherias’ Riese, aré 
all unsatisfactory, as they fail to account for ‘crinis’, which is, 
moreover, quite in place in such a translation; compare the 
‘Coma Berenices’ and the account of ‘Dionaei Caesaris astrum’ 
in Met. xv 848. The word then to attack is ‘Hersilie’, It is 
suspicious, first because it occurs in exactly the same part of 
the verse, nine lines above, and secondly because ‘ crinis’ would 
appear to the reader to require some explanatory addition. 
Further its letters are almost exactly the same as those of 
‘aetherias’ (‘etherias’ =‘hersilea’) a word which gives an 
Ovidian phrase, as Riese shows from v 511 ‘auras | exit in ae- 
thervas’, and one appropriate in this connexion; see Cat. 66, 55 
‘isque per aetherias me tollens auolat auras (so w, ‘umbras’ V) | 
et Veneris casto collocat in gremio’. Such shifting of letters 
is quite common in Latin MSS., as Mr Housman has abun- 
dantly proved in this Journal, even where there are no auxiliary 
causes; and here we have seen there are two’. ‘crinis’ is of 


1 They are not confined to copyists. answer in examination discussing ‘the 
I have just looked over a well written sciefentic epic of Lucretius’. 
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course not the nominative singular but the acc. plur. pre- 


served in numerous places by the MSS. of Virgil. The ace. is 
to be constructed with ‘flagrans’ as ‘nigrantes terga’ Verg.; 
close parallels are Ov. Met. x 648 ‘fulua comam’, Aen. vil 75 
‘regalis accensa comas, accensa coronam | insignem gemmis’. 
It is not impossible that Ovid wrote ‘Crinis aetherias’ and the 
word has been shifted by misunderstanding. It is interesting 
to watch how the scribes remove these accusatives in -is where 
they recognize them and leave them where they do not; a case 
in point is ‘tenentzs’ in 630 which has been saved by the prox- 
imity of ‘orbis’. The subject of ‘flagrans’ is easily continued 
from ‘ingreditur’ in the previous line. 


xv 107 sqq. 


‘primoque e caede ferarum 
incaluisse potest maculatum sanguine ferrum: 
wdque satis fuerat; nostrumque petentia letum 
corpora missa neci salua pietate fatemur. 
sed quam danda neci, tam non epulanda fuerunt. 
longius inde nefas abiit’. 


Now ‘idque satis fuerat’ is perhaps Latin of a kind for 
‘that should have been—ought to have been sufficient’. But 
such a statement is out of place where it stands; it should 
belong to 110. Ovid’s language suggests something quite 
different, that is, the idea expressed by ‘salua pietate’ and 
in ‘longius inde nefas abiit’. Read then 


‘id quoque fas fuerat’. 


‘quoque’ and ‘que’ are frequently confused, and ‘ fatis’ would 
be an easy alteration from ‘ fas’, 


136 sqq. 

‘protinus ereptas uiuenti pectore fibras 

inspiciunt mentesque deum scrutantur in illis, 
unde fames homini uetitorum tanta ciborum [est] ? 
audetis uesci, genus 0 mortale; quod oro 

ne facite et monitis animos aduertite nostris’, 


This is the tradition, and it has been recognized to be un- 
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satisfactory. The absolute use of ‘uesci’ is in fact enough to 
condemn it. Some recent editors adopt a most unskilful con- 
jecture of Korn, ‘et illis’.. That ‘in’ is sound, one passage is 
enough to show, Lucan I 611 sq. ‘palluit attonitus sacris fera- 
libus Aruns | atque tram superum raptis quaesiwit im extis’. 
Lachmann proposed ‘genus inmortale’; but a slighter change 
will be more satisfactory. Read 


‘ande (fames homini uetitorum tanta ciborum!) ~ 
audetis uesci, genus o mortale’. 


For the construction of ‘inde’ compare Sallust Cat. 22. 1 
‘humani corporis sanguinem uino permixtum. inde cum post 
execrationem omnes degustavissent’. It survives in Romance, 
e.g. Fr. en manger. 


333 sqq. 


‘est locus Arcadiae, Pheneum dixere priores, 
ambiguis suspectus aquis, quas nocte timeto. 
nocte nocent potae; sine noxa luce bibuntur’. 


This is the reading of all our codices and, as Mr Frazer has 
observed to me, of the epitomator. Considered in itself it might 
stand, though it contains an obvious dis tavrov and the quadruple 
repetition of the syllable noc is not euphonious. But if, as I be- 
lieve, Dr Magnus is right in holding that the waters of the Styx 
are referred to, and that the accounts of Seneca NV. Q. m1 25 1 ‘circa 
Nonacrim in Arcadia Styx appellata ab incolis aduenas fallit 
quia non facie, non odore suspecta est...aqua summa celeritate 
corrumpit neque remedio locus est quia protenus hausta duratur 
nec aliter quam gypsum sub umore constringitur et adligat 
uiscera’, and of Pliny 31. 26 ‘in Arcadia ad Pheneum aqua 
profluit e saxis Styx appellata quae ilico necat’, 2. 231 ‘iuxta 
Nonacrim in Arcadia Styx nec odore differens nec colore epota 
ilico necat’, are in close relationship to Ovid’s here (which seems 
highly probable as Seneca quotes from the immediate context 
four times in chapters 20 and 25 and Pliny refers in 2. 230 to 
the ‘ Lyncestis aqua’ Met. xv 329), then it is not rash to sup- 
pose that we should read 


‘nocte necant potae; sine noxa luce bibuntur’. 
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477 sq. 


‘perdite siqua nocent, uerum haeec quoque perdite tantdinily 4 
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ora uacent epulis alimentaque mitia carpant’. 


Pythagoras in winding up his sermon returns to the text of 
vegetarianism as more fully expressed in v. 75 and following. 


Was this to abstain from feasting ? 
to abstain from feasting on forbidden meats; 


temerare nefandis | corpora’ 


Not at all. It was 


75 ‘dapibus 


: not a word against other feasts ; 


81 ‘prodiga diuitias alimentaque mitia tellus | suggerit atque 


epulas sine caede et sanguine praebet’. 


It is these feasts, the 


feasts of blood, that are forbidden: the bloodshed is dwelt on 
with such persistence that one wonders if the commentators 


have been blind and deaf not to detect it here. 
uetus illa aetas cui fecimus aurea nomen | .. 


polluit ora cruore’, 


96—8 ‘at 
.fortunata fuit nec 


107 ‘maculatum sanguine ferrum’, 128 


‘numenque supernum | caede laboriferi credunt gaudere iuuenci’, 
134 ‘percussaque sanguine cultros | inficit’, 174, 175 ‘ parcite, 
uaticinor, cognatas caede nefanda | exturbare animas nec san- 


guine sanguis alatur’. 


It is clear then that we should read 


‘ora <cruore> uacent alimentaque mitia carpant’, 


the similarity of the letters ora ore having caused the loss and 


‘epulis’ 


being an unskilful metrical stop-gap, suggested by 


someone who remembered 110 ‘sed quam danda neci, tam non 


epulanda fuerunt’. 
the two words, 
a line’. 


774 


Ovid seems to have fancied the jingle of 
See, besides 98, xIv 238 where also they begin 


‘quid nune antiqua recordor 
damna mei generis? timor hic meminisse priorum 


1 The extraordinary variant ‘con- 
grua’ which some of the worst copies 
show for ‘mitia’ is perhaps only an 
attempt at botching ; but it is curious 
that all the letters of cruore have equi- 
valents in ‘cdgrua’. The appearance 
of the right reading or its remains in 
the wrong place is one of the most 
interesting phenomena in textual cor- 


ruption. A noteworthy example is 
Propertius ur 3 29 ‘ergo Musarum et 
Sileni patris imago’ where the margins 
of DV give the variant ‘origo’ for 
‘imago’. This is simply ‘orgia (mys- 
tarum)’, Heinsius’s excellent emenda- 
tion for ‘ergo’, with a single letter al- 
tered and displaced. For ‘orgia’ see 
especially Seneca Oed, 435 sqq. 






en 
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non sinit; en, acui sceleratos cernitis enses, 
quos prohibete precor facinusque repellite’. 


This is Riese’s reading from a correction inh. But the first 
hand has ‘en me’; from which most MSS. have the crude 
alteration ‘in me’. The worthy Planudes translates sdov yap 
eis €ue Onyoueva Brérrete avoora Eidn, conflating original and 
correction as he has done in x1 163, where he translates both 
‘retorsit’ (AéAvKev) and ‘resoluit’ (€rpeyev) (Boissonade), and 
in XIII 956 sqq., where his trarislation is in hopeless confusion ; 
compare also xI 545 ‘Astraei—fratres’ Ovid, of ’Aorpaiou 
dvewot Plan. where the original has disappeared. The tra- 
dition then is ‘en me’; and for this ‘en’ does not account. 

I propose 


‘anne acui sceleratos cernitis enses 2’ 


ne, often separated in manuscripts from the word to which it 
belongs, has been corrupted to me as at Prop. Iv 2 62 ‘ne’ N, 
‘me’ O; compare id. 11 19 2 ‘sine me’ DV, ‘si me’ FN. 


J. Pi POSEGATE: 


POSTSCRIPT. 


Happening to be in Bale this summer I looked at the 
‘codices membranacei’ of the Metamorphoses in the University 
Library. There are three (F II 26, 27, 28) all a good deal 
older than the ‘chartacei’ which Dr Magnus has collated. 
The best is F II 26, perhaps of the 13th century. Compare 
Loers, preface to his edition of the Metamorphoses where its 
readings are cited as from ‘ Basil. I’, but inaccurately, as far as 
I tested it. The following variants, which, except a few unim- 
portant ones I here omit, are all that I had time to note, will 
give some idea of its value. 

XIV 829 and 834 coniunx 847 Hersilie xv 20 Mic- 


thylus, mg. m. 2 mictilus 22 age supra scr. m. 2 ela 25 
Postea discendunt 34 simul om., add. mg. m. 2 42 culpas 
43 tristis sententia 50 Lacedaemoniumque Tarentum 51 
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sallantinumque uerethum 52 Taurinosque—nemesenque 
54 Inuenit epherei 62 remotus, 93 ritusque 104 
deorum 107 potest 113 Eruerat—interceperat 114 
mactatus 126 Tot 131 insignis 146 inuestigata 
182 Vrgeturque eadem ueniens 211 sparsis quoque tempora 
canis 230 solidarum—ferarum 251 Hine 279 ama- 
senus harenas 332 lacus archadie phoenti 364 I quoque 
delectos 475 formidatis—illudite swpra scr. m. 2 t includite 
497 si contigit 504 Dampnauit meritumque nichil pater 
eicit urbe 591 capitis noua cornua fronde (so practically 
GV) 625 arcesserit 647 certasque abicere sortes 667 
Conueniunt 677 Et deus est deus est 718 Antium] 
ancum supra scr. rm. 2 [F 11 28 interpolates to ancd =F 1 
27 omits the line] 804 Aeneaden] médi [looks rather like 
inédu. Of the other two MSs. one reads ‘aetheria’ and the 
other was copied from one which did, as it omits all after 
Cytherea 803 to after aetherea in 804] 876 erit deflebile. 


APPENDIX. 


The following excerpts come from three MSS. of Ovid’s 
Metamorphoses in the British Museum: a= Kings 26 saec. 
XI—xII, b= Burn. 224 saec. x1tl, e=Harl. 2742 saec, XIII. 
Where one of these letters stands within brackets it signifies 
that in reporting the reading of the MS. I have ignored for 
brevity’s sake some trivial error of spelling. The two MSS. 
mentioned at xv 737 as c and d are Burn. 223 saec. x11I and 
Harl. 2737 saec. x1I—x1m which I have examined enough to 
see that they are useless. A. E. H, 


XIV 832 latio ab, lacia e. 836 quirini abe. 844, 
urdebor a, fatebor be. 

XV 34 pertimuit abe. 37 patet abe’, patens e'. est om, 
abe. 42 culpas a, culpa be. 50 Sal. Ner.] lac. tar. be. 
51 Lae. Tar.] sal. ner. b(e). a omits Sal—Sybarin: in the 
margin a second hand adds praeterit et sybarim surrentinwmque 
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merentum before 52. 52 que et abe. 88 in uiscera ae, in 
urscere b. 92 creat ab, parit e. 93 rictus corr. in ritus a, 
ritus be. 100 aruis abe. 107 potest abe, puto b uar., putem 
esuprascr. 113 erueritabe. interceperit ab, intercipite. 114 
mactatus a, mactatur b, mactandus e. 115 dicitur a, ultoris 
ductus b, ducitur e im ras. 126 tot abe. 131 wsignis ae, 
presignis b, but pre is in ras, and there is an erasure of two 
letters before it. 136 pectore abe. 137 crborum est ae, 
ciborum b. 170 formas—easdem abe. 173 ne abe. 180 
ac abe. 182 eadem wenrens abe. 186 emensas ae, emeritas 
b which has in mg. eatensas uel emersas (corr. ex emensas). 
188 lassa abe. 201 et lactens ae, et lactans b. 202 nitens 
a, recens be. 205 ludit ab, ridete. 217 primae matrisque 
ab, matris primae e. habitauimus abe. 230 solidarum more 

JSerarum abe. 232 aspexit abe. 244 distent a, distant be. 
— 251 hic ae, hine b. 253 reddit ab, reparat e, b uar. 254 
toto abe. 255 faciemque abe. 272 exceta corr. in excecata 
a, exsiccata (sic in ras.) b, exsiccata e. 275 toto modo ab, modo 
tecto e. 284 fecerat abe. 304 sq. direpta bicornis—capri 
abe. 307 et a, aut be. 311 athamantis ab, ahalantis e. 


315 oris a, horis b, aruis e ex corr. 317 mirum est abe. 
320 siquis abe. 339 im monte a', immotae be. 359 wenenis 
ae, weneno b. 364 his quoque dilectus a, 1 quoque delectos 


(dilectos b) be. 416 coraliwmabe. 443 patrio abe. 453 
ne ae, non b. 455 que et a, et be. 458 pectora abe. 459 
possunt abe. 464 corpora cultro ab, gutora ferroe. 473 que 
om. e. 475 illudite a, includite b, ludite e with an erasure of 
3 letters preceding. 481 latialis ab(e). 497 quoque ae, si b. 
515 contenta a(b)(e). 522 circumuertitur ab, circwmuoluctur 
e; all three have quae for qua. 525 queom.abe. 526 que 
om. abe: reprehensa ae, reprensa b. 531 luce c. regna ab, 
c. regna (om. luce: add. man. 2) e. 541 creta deloque a, delo 
cretaque (b)e. 546 assentior ae, acceptior b. 552 At a, 
Haec b, Et e. 570 cornua ab, manus et eodem lumina e. 
596 wobis abe. 625 accesserit a, adiecerit b, acerserit e (mg. 
arcesserit). 630 tenentis abe. 634 pharetras ae, pharetrae 
b. 636 corpora ab, pectorae. 640 accersite a, b (ex arces- 
site), arcessite e. 644 sumul incurua ab, postguam mcurua e. 
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c $ _ 
647 certas ita b, certant aditere a, certant adicere e (ita dicere 
suprascr.). 662 uerti—debent abe. 667 perueniunt ab, cum 
ueniunt e. 677 en—est—est ab, en—en—est e. 678 ades 
abe’. (678 sq. om. e in text., add. in mg. man. ead.) 680 
uiswm abe, iussum buar. 682 menteetuoceabe. 683 pignora 
abe. 685 tum ae, tunc b. 694 pressaque d. g. carina abe. 
696 nauis abe. 700 seatae abe. 703 amphisia a, amphirsia 
b, amfrigia e (mfri ex corr.). 705 Romethiwm ab, Rometheum e. 
713 lentisciferum ab(e). 718 antiwm a, ancon b, acon e’. 
723 placato abe. 724 cuncti sibi abe. 726 innixus abe. 
729 ab have the abbreviation which stands for omnis and omnes 
alike, but e has otes, ie. the scribe began to write omnis and 
altered it to ommnes. 730 seruat abe. 737 accliuia ab, e 
ex corr. (cd have acclinia). 740 a parte ae, de parte (om. 
que) b. 751 ullum maius opus ab, ullum opus maius est e. | 
776 inmeabe. 790 currusabe. 793 minantia ab, minancia e. . 
804 et aeneaden e' (and conatur for molitur), et etherea ab. . 
811 concussumabe. 818 colatur ab,loceture. 820 caesique | 
ab, e (corr. ex cessique). 829 barbariem a‘ corr. in -am, | 
barbariam be. gentesque abe. 838 n. n. c. senior similes ab(e). . 
848 sinu be, simul a (and simul euolat for luna uolat). 855 
magnus a (corr, in -vs), be. 856 urcit ae, wencit b. 866 arces 
abe. 869 temperat abe. 876 indeflebile a, indelebile be. 








ON THE COMPOSITION OF SOME GREEK 
MANUSCRIPTS. 


THE way in which the sheets of a Greek manuscript were 
written and put together is a matter that may have importance 
for the philologist as well as the palaeographer; questions of 
criticism often turn on such points as whether marginal notes 
are in the same hand as the text, and whether part of a MS. 
is earlier or later than the rest. Information on these questions 
can be obtained only by an examination of the writing of the 
MSS. themselves (for external and explicit evidence hardly if 
ever exists in the documents in which we possess the classics): 
and that the conclusion of such an examination may be sound, 
it must be comparative, and the particular MS. must be shown 
to agree in general with the usage of MSS. contemporary to it. 
To the palaeographer the interest of the enquiry consists in that 
he is able to reconstruct the circumstances under which the 
MS. was written, and to supply data some of which might 
have been given by a subscription. 

I propose to consider from this point of view the manner 
in which several tenth and eleventh century Greek MSS. were 
written. This period, the years about 1000 A.D., has given us 
the greatest quantity of important MSS. of the classics: in 
number, the following centuries surpass the tenth and early 
eleventh, but in many cases the MSS. are copies more or less 
direct of originals of the period we are considering. Ninth and 
early tenth century MSS. are naturally very valuable, but their 
rarity makes them comparatively exceptions. The MSS. that 
decide the text of the majority of Greek authors will be found 
to date from about the year 1000 A.D. The hand in which 
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they are written is well marked. It belongs to a small and com- — 
paratively cursive type of writing, which in the early part of the 
tenth century separated from the larger and more formal minus- 
cule appropriated to ecclesiastical books; the smaller hand. was 
suited to works of larger extent and that involved close study. | 
Naturally therefore it was applied for the most part to classical | 
authors, but there is nothing to prevent an ecclesiastical text 
appearing in it’. Dated examples are the Aristotle Ven. 201 
of a.D. 955 (Wattenbach and von Velsen, Exempla codicum 
graecorum no. V), and the Gregory of Nazianzus, Paris suppl. 
grec 469 A of A.D. 986 (Omont, Facsimilés datés de la Biblio- 
théque Nationale no. vut'). From this hand is descended 
lineally the writing of the MSS. we are considering. It is 
fluent, sharp, a good deal ligatured, the letters ornamental and 
varied; the whole bears the air of being written with ease. 
These are its differences from early minuscule: from the later 
style it differs in the following respects. While varied, it is 
regular, always well-proportioned, the work of a scribe master 
of his art, and the quality of beauty, the distinctive attribute 
of early minuscule, remains in this hand. In size it is generally 
small, but it varies between the dimensions of the text of the 
Venetian Iliad (Mare. 454), and its scholia or the Paris Aris- 
totle (grec 1741). Some hands are more ornamental than 
others, rounder, more upright, with more difference between 
the up and the down stroke. A subdivision almost may be 
made upon this point of difference; a certain number of MSS. 
of this period show a comparatively rough and uncalligraphic 
hand, in which the strokes of the letters are very much of one 
thickness throughout ; such, with variations, are the Plutarch, 
Laur. 69,6 of A.D. 997 (W. V. no. rx), Nicander, Paris suppl. 
grec 247 (Omont, Facsimilés des plus anciens MSS. no, XXX VII. 
4), Iliad, Laur. 32. 15 (a rough facsimile in La Roche’s Iliad 
vol. L.). 

The MSS. that we are to deal with possess the remarkable 
characteristic that they have no subscriptions; neither their 
year nor their place is known. The period to which they are 


1 For instance, Epistles Vat. 2080, catenas are in a more or less cursive 
Acts and Epistles Barocci 3. Many hand, 











a UD ele a is ea a 
f * 
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referred, about the year 1000 A.D., is therefore a matter of 
inference. The nearest date antecedent is that of the MS. 
Paris suppl. grec 469 A already cited, A.D. 986; the MSS. later 
than the year 1000 that most nearly resemble the type seem 
to be that of St Maximus, Paris grec 1097, A.D. 1059 (Omont, 
Facsimilés datés xxvi'), and the Psalter, Paris grec 40 of the 
same year (ib. xxvi"'). The absence of subscription or date 
is a singularity that requires explanation. The Plutarch of 
997, which has been quoted above, is not an entirely typical 
representative of the class. It is a peculiarity of classical MSS. 
in general, as opposed to sacred ones, that they are unsigned 
and undated. 

It is probably impossible to make a complete list of these 
MSS. It may be useful however to collect those which may be 
studied in facsimile : 


At Paris: 


Scholia to Aristotle, grec 1853 (Omont, facs. des plus anciens 
Mss, XXX). 

Anthology, suppl. grec 384 (ib. Xxx1II; a photograph of the 
whole, made by the Heidelberg authorities, may be found 
in some principal libraries). 

Apollonius, grec 2548, a slightly different type (ib. xxxvi). 

Aristotle, grec 1741 (ab. xxxvu, Pal. Soc. 11. 47: facsimile of 
ff. 184—199 containing the Poetics, Paris, 1891). 

Lexica, Coislin 545 (ib). 

Theognis, suppl. grec 388 (ib. XX XVIII. 2). 

Strabo, grec 1397 (ib. XL). 


At Venice: 


Thad, Mare. 454 (W. V. xxxit and xxxiu, Dindorf Scholia in 
Tliadem, I. pp. 156, 356). 
Hippocrates, Marc. 269 (first hand, W. V. xz). 
Plutarch, Mare. 250 (W. V. xLIv). 
Also at Venice, though not facsimiled, Demosthenes, 
Marc. 418, Aristides append. class. viml. cod. VII. 


12—2 
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At Florence: 


Sophocles, Aeschylus, Apoll. Rhodius, Laur. 32. 9, for which 
see below. 4 
Demosthenes, Laur. 59. 9 (Vitelli and Paoli, Facsimili fiorentini 
I. 12, Pal. Soc. 11. 88 and 89). 
Tliad, Laur. 32. 15 (see above). 
Odyssey, Laur. 32. 24 (W. V. XxxvIIt). 


At Ravenna: 


Aristophanes, 134, 4, A (Pal. Soc. 1 105, 106, Wattenbach, 
Scripturae Graecae specimina, 26). 


At Heidelberg : 
Anthology, Palat. xxm1 (W. V. Xxxvi). 


I. The first book of this class the external arrangements 
of which I wish to consider, is the well-known Florentine 
MS. that is the principal authority for the text of Aeschylus, 
Sophocles and Apollonius Rhodius. A complete facsimile of 
as much as contains Sophocles was made by the English 
Hellenic Society in 1885"; and the Italian authorities have 
recently executed a facsimile of Aeschylus, which it may be 
hoped before long will be published. Single pages will be 


found in reproduction as follows : 


Aeschylus: Pal. Soc. 1. 83, Collezione fiorentina I. 9. | 
Sophocles: W. V. 35, Wattenbach Script. Graec. specimina 25. 
Apollonius: W. V. 36. 


We have the further advantage of the judgment of two 
eminent palaeographers upon the different points connected 
with the MS. Mr Maunde Thompson contributes an intro- 
duction to the Hellenic Society’s facsimile, in which a masterly 
account is given of the book as a whole, and of the part con- 
taining Sophocles in detail. Mr Thompson acknowledges his 
obligation on many points of detail to Professor Girolamo 
Vitelli, of Florence, the co-editor of the “Collezione fiorentina 

1 Facsimile of a Laurentian Manu- London: printed for the Society for 


script of Sophocles with an introduction the Promotion of Hellenic Studies, 
by E. M. Thompson and R, C. Jebb, 1885. 
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di facsimili paleographici” and to whom is due the minute colla- 
tion of the text of Aeschylus in Wecklein’s edition (Berlin, 1885). 
It is obvious how much any student of the MS. must benefit by 
such authoritative predecessors. My own acquaintance with 
the MS. may reckon several years; in the Christmas vacation 
of 1892 I had the opportunity of studying it at leisure. 
The description is as follows: 

Laur. 32. 9, membr., 331 x 211 millim., ff. 264 (ff. 1—118 
Sophocles, 119—189 Aeschylus, 190—264 Apollonius Rhodius); 
lines to the page, 42 to 48. Gathers of four sheets, ruled and 
arranged in the usual manner (upon which I may refer to 
Thompson, Introduction, p. 6), signed at the top outside corner 
of the first page. 


(SOPHOCLES.) 


Quires : 
(1) ff. 1—8, signature gone (f. 1 r. inc. Ajax). 
(2) ff 9—16, id. (16 v. at the bottom, expl. Ajax). 
(3) ff. 17—24, id. (17 r. ine. Electra). 
(4) ff 25—32, id. I cannot perceive the trace of 


a signature which according to Prof. Vitelli is visible on 25 r. 

(5) ff. 33—40 signature gone (33 v. expl. Electra, inc. Oed. 
Tyr.). 

(6) ff. 4448, signature gone. 

(7) ff. 49—56, signature gone (49 r. expl. Oed. Tyr. 49 v. 
inc. Antigone). 

(8) ff. 57—64, signature gone (64r. expl. Antigone, 64 v. 
inc. Trachiniae). 

(9) ff. 65—72, signature gone. 

(10) ff 73—80, signature gone (79 v. expl. Trach., inc. 
Philoctetes). 

(11) ff. 81—88, on 81 r. are the lower halves of the letters 1a. 

(12) ff. 89—96, signature gone (96r. expl. Phil., inc. Oed. 
Col.). 

(13) ff. 97—104, signature gone. 

(14) f£105—112, — id. 

(15) ff. 118—118, signature gone, three sheets only, the 
first two a pair, a single one in the centre. (118 r. expl. Oed. 
Col., 118 v. is blank.) 
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(AESCHYLUS.) 
(16) ff. 119—126, signature gone (119 r. inc. Persae). 
(17) ff. 127—134, id, (127 r. a new hand begins 


in the text, 131r. expl. Persae, inc. Agamemnon; 134. ends 
with Agam. 310). 

(18) Perished. 

(19) Represented by the first sheet marked 1@ in the top 
outside corner, ff. 135 and 136, f. 135 contains Agamemnon 
1067 to 1159, f. 136 contains Choephoroe 10 to 102. Had 
there been no independent evidence, the extent of the earlier 
portion of the Agamemnon lost might have been approximately 
estimated by counting the lines contained in one quire. No 
guess on the other hand could have been made as to where 
the Agamemnon ended and the Choephoroe began. 

(20) ff 137—144, marked at the top x (137 r. inc. Choeph. 
103). 3 

(21) ff 145—152, top signature gone: in the bottom out- 
side corner, the letter ¢ (not or). (147 v. expl. Choeph., ine. 
Prom. Vinct.) 

(22) ff. 153—160, at top kB: at bottom € (159 v. expl. 
Prom., inc. Eumen.) | 
(23) ff. 161—168, at top the remains of xr, at bottom 7. 

(24) ff 169—176, at top ka, at bottom 6. (169 v. expl. 
Eumen., inc. Septem c. Thebas.) 

(25) ff. 177—184, top signature gone, at bottom 7% (179 v. 
expl. Sept. c. Th., inc. Supplices.) 

(26) ff. 185—189: top signature gone, no signature at 
bottom. Two sheets, with one half-sheet (f. 186) inserted 
between the two anterior leaves (188 r. expl. Suppl., 188 v. and 
189 r. Aioyvdov Bios, 189 v. is blank). 


(APOLLONIUS. ) ; 


(27) ff. 190—197, signature gone. (190r. ine. lib, 1) 

(28) ff 198—205, marked 18. 

(29) ff. 206—213, the lower part of ir. (207 v. expl. lib. 1, 
inc. lib, 11.) 
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(30) ff. 214—221, lower part of 12. 

(31) ff. 222229, lower part of ‘te. (224r. expl. lib. IL, 
ine. lib. IIL.) 

(82) ff. 230—237, signature gone. 

(33) ff. 238—245, id. (241 v. expl. lib. 111, ine. 
lib. Iv.). 

(34) ff. 246—254, signature gone. Four sheets and one 
half-sheet (f. 253), inserted between the hinder leaves of the 
third and fourth. 

(35) ff. 255—262, signature gone. The former half of the . 
second sheet (f. 256), and the latter half of the third (f. 260) 
have been cut off and restored, the new portion in each case 
being glued to the remainder. 

(36) ff 263 and 264, signed x. One sheet: the hair-side 
is, contrary to custom, turned outwards. (263 v. expl. lib. Iv., 
seq. yévos atroANwviov, 264 v. is blank.) © 


There is nothing abnormal in the arrangement of these 
quires as far as the 21st, page 145. ‘The loss of a quire or two 
is unfortunately not a rare thing in classical MSS.; the extent 
of the loss, one gather and the three inside sheets of the next, 
is fixed by the signature 1@ on the first leaf of the surviving 
sheet, f. 135. The circumstance that does need explanation is 
the double signature of the gathers of Aeschylus, which begins 
at gather ka, f. 145 and continues, with the exception of the 
last gather, to the end of Aeschylus: and further the seemingly 
incorrect numbering of the quires of Apollonius. Aeschylus 
was signed so as to follow Sophocles, and the numerals that 
remain are in correct sequence. One would have expected 
accordingly, the first quire of Apollonius, the 27th in the whole 
book, to be numbered xz: instead of this, the second gather of 
Apollonius is marked 18, and the first was presumably marked 
i. What is the reason for this new system, and what was 
Apollonius intended to follow? One might suppose, Aeschylus: 
but in Aeschylus there are eleven gathers, and the first of 
Apollonius should therefore have been 18 and not 1. And 
even in this case, why does the numeration begin with Aeschylus, 
with no account taken of Sophocles? Further, what is the 
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meaning of the double series of numbers on the quires of 
Aeschylus ? 

Our data do not enable us to solve this problem entirely ; 
the key to it,as Mr Thompson says (p. 6) lies in the double 
numbering of Aeschylus. I may notice in passing, and some- 
what to anticipate, that the signatures all through the book 
appear to me to be in the same hand, and that the hand of the 
scholia. The similarity between these numerals, which are 
capitals or (in the case of the lower signatures in Aeschylus) 
large minuscules, and the large capitals which often begin 
paragraphs of scholia, seem to make this identification probable. 
Re-numbering an already signed manuscript is not an un- 
common phenomenon. Quires in course of time get lost or 
misplaced, numerals are erased or cut off at a rebinding, and it 
may be found necessary to re-number the gathers. Probably 
the majority of existing quire-signatures are non-original ; the 
accidents to which books are exposed are so many, that it is 
comparatively rare to find the original numerals in their place. 
Either they have gone without trace,—the case in the Sophocles 
of our MS.—or they have been supplanted by a late series. In 
all these cases however the character of the numbering betrays 
its lateness: in the instance before us we have two independent 
sets of signatures in the same hand, There must have been a 
reason in the original composition of the book to occasion this. 
The upper numerals connect Aeschylus with Sophocles: the 
lower numerals must have had a similar purpose. There is no 
disturbance in the gathers of Aeschylus to call for a new 
numbering: the second series of signatures must refer to some- 
thing exterior. Now when we notice that these second 
numerals, beginning at the sixth quire with s, go on as far as 
c at the tenth quire, and pass over the 11th gather altogether, 
it is plain that they are intended to connect with some book 
that already began at va; and this of course is the case with 
Apollonius. The necessity of finding a reason for this double 
notation of Aeschylus, then, seems to show that the numbering 
of Apollonius was previous to the lower numbering of Aeschylus, 
and not vice versé. We also obtain an explanation of the 
otherwise singular circumstance that the last gather in 
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Aeschylus is passed over in this series. The numeration of 
Apollonius has next to be explained. For this the solution 
given by Mr Thompson seems very probable: that the 
Apollonius was given to be written before the Aeschylus 
was finished, and that the supervising scribe (the scholiast) 
calculated the number of quires that would be needed for 
Aeschylus at ten, and therefore numbered the first quire of 
Apollonius 1a. His calculation was not far out. The Aeschylus 
in fact took five pages over the ten quires, and therefore when 
it was numbered to correspond with Apollonius, this extra 
piece had to be passed over. So far we may think we see into 
the matter: why Apollonius was intended to follow Aeschylus 
only and not Sophocles, while before Aeschylus had been 
prefixed to Apollonius, it had been itself subjoined to Sophocles, 
the whole arrangement being apparently the work of one 
person, we must leave unexplained. 

The next point to be considered is the number of hands in the 
MS., and the share that each took in its composition. The text of 
the MS. is written in minuscule, the scholia in the modification of 
capitals that is called semiuncial. By this arrangement, common 
though not universal at this period, text and commentary are 
conveniently distinguished, a matter otherwise often of difficulty, 
when the colour of the ink is the same, and the abundance of 
the scholia causes them to be written more or less in amongst the 
text. Several pages in the latter part of the Aeschylus are an 
instance of this. In the course of the eleventh century the 
employment of semiuncial for scholia becomes rarer, and from 
about 1050 onwards author and comment are written in the 
same hand and are only distinguished by size. We have 
therefore an immediate difficulty that belongs to MSS. of this 
period: is the minuscule of the text the same hand as the 
small capitals of the margin, and if there is more than one 
hand in the text, which if either of the two wrote these 
capitals? The general rule in these cases is, to look for in- 
stances of semiuncial in the text, e.g. in headings, titles, 
dramatis personae and the like, and in the margin for similar 
relapses into minuscule, generally to be found in various 
readings, omitted lines, arguments prefixed to the text, and so 
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forth. By this means the two styles of writing are brought 
into contact, and can be compared directly with each other. 
Before however we proceed to this comparison in our case, we 
may notice an obvious difference of hand in the text. Sophocles 
is all written by one scribe, and Apollonius by the same writer, 
who has also written the first quire of Aeschylus: the rest of 
Aeschylus including the lost quires, is in a different hand. 1— 
126, and 190—264 are by one writer, whom I shall call the ‘ first 
scribe, 127—189 by another, the ‘second scribe.’ These hands 
are contemporary but very unlike. According to my impression 
of them, the first hand is more regular and more delicate, the 
letters have a regular not very great inclination to the right, are 
horizontal to the line with a tendency to run above it, and the 
contrast between thick and thin in the strokes gives the letters a 
very calligraphic appearance. The second hand has an appearance 
of less care, it is flatter and blunter, the strokes thicker, and 
the words have a great tendency to fall below the line; the 
size of the hand also alters considerably, on f. 135 for instance 
it becomes very small. To pass to the scholia, this hand as 
compared with other semiuncial,is blunt and legible, without 
any pretensions to ornament, or very great regularity; the 
strokes are much of a thickness: it is far from having the 
prettiness of the semiuncial of the Arethas MSS. of a century 
earlier, or of much that may be seen in contemporary eccle- 
siastical MSS. This hand I call ‘the scholiast.. The question 
whether either of the text hands is the same as the scholiast, 
may be settled at once by inspecting specimens of semiuncial 
by either writer: such are for the first scribe, the title, argument 
and colophon of the Ajax ff.1r. and 16 v. the title and argument 
to the Electra f. 17 r., and the person-names in the margins, the 
colophon and ornaments at the end of the Oed. Tyr. f 49 r. 
These are in a semiuncial that is obviously not that of the 
scholiast; it is freer, and has the same delicate strokes and 
adornments as the first hand. For the second scribe, the 
person-names from 127 sq. in the margin are by his hand, 
though the scholiast has often supplied them where they were 
omitted ; dtocca for instance on f. 127 r. is by the second hand, 


M 
and f, 134 v. at Ag. 281 kAytai of the second hand is crossed 













es ae es le ee 
- P. 


ON THE COMPOSITION OF SOME GREEK MSS. 167 


out and arf written by the scholiast. These proofs will be 
added to afterwards, but of themselves they are sufficient to 
show that we have three hands at work in the book, two who 
write the text, a third who writes the scholia. There remains 
another point to be noticed: not only do the minuscule hands 
of the text give us occasionally semiuncials, but in the margin 
there are a good many specimens of minuscule. So on f. 1 r. 
against Ajax 50 is written 7 «at dupacav, Ajax 57 of rapa, 
58 of éumecwv, 60 af eis epwviv Kaxnr, f. 2 r, Ajax 115 
évvérets. This is a minuscule that is different from either of 
the two text hands; its characteristics are given by Mr Thompson 
pp. 10, 11 “we should distinguish the latter [sc. the minuscule 
of the scholiast] for greater freedom and flexibility. In the 
text, the letters which descend under the line, are as a rule 
short, and turn at the end; while the hand of the diorthotes is 
almost invariably stiff, lengthened and formal.” Is this hand 
then the work of a fourth scribe, or is it the scholiast writing in 
minuscule? Now the practice of other MSS. is that various 
readings as distinguished from comments, assimilate themselves 
to the hand of the text, and become minuscule if the text is 
written in minuscule. This practice may be studied, for 
example, in the Arethas-scholia. We are prepared therefore to 
find that these minuscule annotations; which as will be seen 
later are mostly textual in character, are the work of the 
scholiast. The palaeographical demonstration cannot be given 
better than in the words of Mr Thompson, p. 10: “just at first 
there is a certain difficulty in reconciling them [the minuscule 
and semiuncial hands], as, for his corrections and various 
readings the diorthotes usually employs minuscule characters, 
whilst the scholia are in the mixture of uncials and minuscules 
to which the name of half-uncial writing has been given. The 
hand of the scholia is seen to be delicate but rather stiff, with 
an inclination to lengthen the strokes of letters under the line, 
as w, p, ¢, and sometimes 7 and +r. Comparing it in these 
points with the minuscule writing of the diorthotes, the 
similarity of the two is evident.” To this internal proof an 
external argument may be added. The hypotheses etc. in the 
portion of Aeschylus that is written by the second hand, are as 
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will be seen later often supplied by the scholiast. The argu- 
ment to the Prometheus Vinctus f. 145 r. is a case in point; 
here we find both minuscule and semiuncial combined in one ’ 
piece of writing; the body of the argument is in the small 
minuscule that we find in the margins, the dramatis personae 
are in the familiar semiuncial of the scholia. The conclusion is 
that the minuscule style of the scholiast is the minuscule that 
we find so often in the margin, and that accordingly the semi- 
uncial scholia and the minuscule annotations are the work of 
the same scribe. 

There are no ancient hands in the book that do not fall 
under one or other of these classes (the writing on the extreme 
margin will be dealt with later), and we may therefore consider 
the original book as the work of three scribes, two who wrote 
the text, and one who wrote the scholia and the other marginal | 
notes. This is also the opinion of Signor Vitelli, quoted by 
Mr Thompson. | 

A note may be added upon the abbreviations of the manu- 
script: in the text they are rare, in the scholia frequent, but 
very little remarkable. The sign / still represents w and 
ev as well as nv, but evs is * although we do not find § for cs. 
In the scholia, and the minuscule hypotheses by the first scribe, 
we find the signs for a7rd, kata, 7apa and mpds, and the syllables 
ap, €p, wp, but the only at all rare symbol used seems to be ; 
that for ev, which in the combination evs may be seen on f. 83 r. 
in the word aywAdevs. M. Albert Martin finds the same sign 
in the scholia to the Ravenna Aristophanes (Les scolies du ms. 
d Aristophane, p. xviii), and besides the regular tachygraphical 
MSS. it is to be found in the Aristotle Ven. 201 (a. 955). Sig. 
Vitelli quotes an instance of éorax from the Aeschylus scholia 
(Museo italiano 1. p. 168): one of the most curious usages in 
the MS. is the formation of the syllable res by + followed by 
the sign for eo, with two dots added above: this singular and 
seemingly superfluous combination may be seen in the Sophocles 
facsimile p. 96r. in the argument to the Oed. Col. yépovtes, ef. 
also xaQaipovres 64r. in the argument to the Antigone, 33r. 
mpocayopevovtes and often. The same peculiarity occurs in the 
Ravenna Aristophanes, and in a MS. of Demosthenes, Ven. 418 ; 
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the scholia of the Venetian Iliad do not exhibit it’. The 
unusual form of zapa that Prof. Vitelli cites from our MS. 
(l. c. p. 14, plate 1x. 7) is merely an expedient for ease in 
writing, whereby the curved top of the 7 in a hand of this 
sort is made to do duty for the curve that properly forms the 
lower part of the symbol. 

We may now investigate the share that these three scribes 
took in the composition of the book. It is to be understood 
that except where it is stated otherwise, the text is written ey 
the first and second hands, the scholia by the third. 

Sophocles. 

The titles, colophons and arguments are written by the first 
scribe: in most places this is obvious, and the contrast with the 
more regular semiuncial of the scholiast is marked: the title 
to Ajax, f. 1 r. might seem doubtful, but its similarity to the 
scholia may be explained from the fact that the first scribe, 
like many writers of MSS. begins his task prudently, in a 
regular and small hand: confidence and the feeling that the 
material] will not give out, soon relaxes this severity, and already 
the colophon cogoxreovs alas paotiyopdpos on f. 16 v. is 
written more freely. The names of persons are by the first 
scribe, often in minuscule; here and there a name, where it 
has been omitted, is added by the scholiast, e.g. arré on 43 r. 
and 63r. Independently of the hand, the fact that the person- 
names were written before the scholia is plain from 3 v. where 


=s 
the scholia are written partly round texmsa, and 33 v. where 


similarly the name ‘epedc mpeaBurns is encased in a paragraph 
of scholia. Variants introduced by 7 are frequent in the 
margin, in the minuscule of the scholiast; some instances of 
these have been already given: it is to be noticed that several 
variants written in the margin by the scholiast are not in 
minuscule but in semiuncial: some of these are accompanied 
by a short explanation or comment, and may therefore be 
considered as short scholia, e.g. 6 r. qf odx €xovTos* TO &yxAnwa 


1 Instances of MSS. with this pecu- MS. Genoa 3 (Missione di s. Carlo, 
liarity, but not belonging to this class, a Psalter s. xz), 
are Paris grec 155 (a Catena), and 






170 THE JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY. 


THs puyns abtdv: KTr, 6 v. f drifov vBpitwv mapa To 
opnpov Ktr., 10 v. of Tooadra cou KTr., 11 v. of twpoe KTH, 
109 v. of épevoB8arav xrr.; but there are other examples, e.g. 
9 r. of bréppeya, 18 vr. of mowia apa, 32 r., 34 v., 35 x, 57 4. 
bis, 58 v., where the variant is undistinguishable from the 
ordinary variant in minuscule, and we must accordingly say that 
the scribe has used, either from inadvertence or indifference, one 
style instead of the other. It is to be noticed that these variants 
are variae lectiones proper, that is alternatives, and are not 
intended to take the place of what stands in the text: the sign 
of is to be read ypaderas rather than ypade or ypamréor: cf. the 
expansion of it on f. 32 v. The margin however contains 
plenty of corrections properly so called; the first hand occa- 
sionally corrects his own writing. 34r. he adds in the margin, 
huddled up, Oed. Tyr. 62; f. 47r. after Oed. Tyr. 1299 he had 
written mpoo one Svcdaipove poipa, in error, which he expresses 
by prefixing a small hook or crescent (>), the proper mark of 
omission at this period; some hand, which it is hard to identify, 
has then dotted the line over, another usual expedient, and 
lastly someone else has scored it out with a knife. Similar 
proceedings have taken place on f. 252 v. Apoll. Rhod. tv, 
950 sq. More often however the omitted lines are added, and 
corrections in the text are made, by the scholiast: so f. 17 r. 


Electra 15 is added in minuscule by the scholiast with ore pre- 
fixed (a usual method in MSS. of denoting that matter written 
in the margin is an addition to the text and not comment, but 
not in the manner of our scholiast: compared with the same 


word ff. 23 r. 27 v. and 32 v., I incline to think er on 17 r. the 
addition of a later hand): f. 50 v. Antig. 68 and 69 having been 
omitted by the first scribe from a similarity of openings, are 
added by the scholiast, 68 in the margin, 69 in the text, the 
first scribe’s wrepicad at the beginning of 70 being erased: f. 66 v. 
Trach. 177 is added to the text, being the last line on the page, 
by the scholiast. In these instances the scholiast has employed 
no sign, the position of his lines making it evident that they 
belonged to the text; on f. 70r. he adds Trach, 536 in the 
margin with the sign < at the end of it, to which another < 
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above line 537 corresponds: f. 79 r. at the end of the Trachiniae, 
the eighth d@Aov npaxdéovs is added in minuscule between the 
lines by the scholiast: f. 96 v. the lines at the bottom of the page, 
eiré—mrod n yOes EBn are in minuscule by the scholiast: f. 109 v. 
Oed. Col. 899 is added by the scholiast without a sign, f. 110 r. 
Oed. Col. 1105 is added in the margin by the scholiast, f. 112 r. 
Oed. Col. 1256, is added by the scholiast in the margin, with 
an erasure in the text between daxp’ow and traides, as if the 
first. scribe had written part of the omitted line there: f. 113 r. 
Oed. Col. 1375 added in margin by scholiast without a sign, 
f.117 v. the three lines eipes copoxrets év codots péya KXEOS 
etc. are written below the text by the scholiast. For corrections 


e 


“HI: . 
in the text we may take 56r. xaxoio ib. esppoopéva, 56 v. 
“aTpel: 
mpocavont; the dots which are put at either end of these 
semiuncials serve apparently to distinguish them from glosses 


‘ 
‘ov’ 


f. 32 r. a variant is itself corrected in the same way, 7 vymvwu. : 
further, f. 64 r. Antig. 1327 7’av is remade by the scholiast, f. 
111 v. Oed. Col. 1211 rod and ypnifer are added in the text by 
the scholiast: f. 117 r. Oed. Col. 1729 the erasure between Oéuis 
and de was, and tad’ above the line are the work of the scholiast. 
Many more instances of all these cases will be found in the 
Hellenic Society’s facsimile. | 

There is still another series of marginal notes to be con- 
sidered; a number of words that occur on the extreme margin 
of the page, and in many cases have been almost cut away by the 
trimmer: so f. 4r. putipc...(Ajax 241), f£. 57. ra mparyn (id. 347), 
f. 5 v....comuvéotatov (ib. 381), ib....qwa (ib. 390), f. 7 r. yapeo 
yYa...TiKT...(ib. 522), ib. éarnjvecep...(ib. 536), f. 7 v. ...cKnrTo 
(ib. 566), f. 8 r. atre...(ib. 627), f. 10 r. &...(ab. 786), f 10 v....vqe... 
vns (ib. 820), ib....ov...a (ib. 853), f. 11 v. ...cpa...0 (ib. 914), 
f. 13 v.... p@ved cot (ib. 1089), ib. ...yos GAXey (ib. 1105), f. 147. 
kakos ka... (ib. 1177). f. 15 1. éywexNemer...Td pundev Ov... 
(Ajax 1274, 1275). The hand, which is always minuscule, is 
I think the same as that of the scholiast; it is less formal and 
regular than his minuscule when he is correcting the text or 
adding variants, but on prolonged comparison it will be seen to 





172 THE JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY. 


be very like the smaller specimens of that sort, and the less 
careful writing corresponds to the apparent character of these 
annotations. From the list of those on the Ajax that I have 
given, it will be seen that they are for the most part repetitions 
without comment of a word or words in the text: the reasons 
for such a proceeding might be various; from a comparison with 
the usage in Aeschylus, it seems likely that the annotator put 
down words that struck his eye in reading the author, as unusual 
in any way. In one or two cases in the Ajax the notes are 
slightly longer: eg. f. 9 v. [ku]daferas [a]vti tod Nou Sop letrau 
(Ajax 722), and f. 14 v. ...dv darép...dév avtéorns which seems 
to be a paraphrase of the line in the text (Ajax 1231): in 
these two cases the note takes the form of comment; one 
may perhaps suppose that in the other cases the intention of 
the annotation is exegetic, but that information failed the 
writer. 


Aeschylus. 


The title and argument to the Persae, and the person- 
names in the first gather, are by the first scribe, these latter 
however are added by the scholiast where they have been 


o 


omitted, e.g. 121 r. where the ¥ of the first scribe may be 


contrasted with the atocca of the scholiast. F. 123 r. Pers. 3941 
nxw@ poBos dé «rd. is added by the schol. in the margin; f. 125 r, 
Pers. 555 BépEns 8€ mavr’ éréore xr. to 564 is added by the 
schol: in the margin, with the sign < (this specimen of the 
scholiast’s minuscule may be studied in the Florentine fac- 
simile, fase. I. tav. IX.: the first scribe no doubt omitted the 
lines from the homeeoteleuton of £ép&ns 8 ar@Xecev Torot and 
vaes 8 amwdecav Toro?): f. 126 r. Pers. 676, & is added by the 
scholiast above the line between dvayoev and duapria: ib. Pers. 
699 merevopévos is added in the margin by the scholiast. At 
127 r. the second gather begins, and the text is in the hand 
of the second scribe*: the person-names are by the second 
scribe, but they are often omitted, and the scholiast supplies 


1 I quote the lines according to facsimile, 1. 83, gives a specimen of 
Wecklein’s edition, Berlin 1885. the second hand. 
2 The Palaeographical Society’s 
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M 
them: f.134r. in the instance already quoted, Agam. 293 KAytau, 


that the second scribe had written, is crossed out and érf 
written by the scholiast: f. 129 r. at the top of this page the 
first four ruled lines are left blank; in the margins the schol. 
writes ov Xelmer: ib. Pers. 922 xdcpouv 7 avdpav added in 
marg. by the scholiast, while after 921 in the text there is a 
short line erased: 130 r. Pers. 991 of ivyyauou in the marg. by 
the schol. in minuscule, ib. Pers. 1005 the scholiast in semi- 
uncial qf «at axpotar é£00 éoras xTX., f. 180 v. Pers. 1011 
memrnywEO oias dv ai@vos tvyar added in minuscule by the 
scholiast, to which itself a variant of da/uovos Tvyas is added 
in semiuncial: ib. Pers. 1047, ydpw is added by the scholiast in 
the margin: f. 131 r.the colophon of the Persae and the title to 
the Agamemnon are by the second scribe; f. 133 v. Agam. 112— 
114 Evudpovov to aiav are written in the text with no sign of 
erasure, by the scholiast: there must therefore have been a 
blank, and we see why above, f. 129 v., od Aelzres is written by 
the scholiast where there is no omission: f. 134 r. Ag. 263 after 
TO méAdov, the scholiast adds 76 dé mpoxdvew in the text: 
f. 195 v. Ag. 1120 rec in dasdpvver is added in the text by the 
scholiast: ib. Ag. 1115 & (i.e. Kacavépa) is added in the margin 


by the scholiast: f. 140 r. Choeph. 382 can the alpha being 


written by the scholiast in the same fashion as the corrections 
in Sophocles: f. 140 v. Choeph. 460 xpaiver’ evdixws in the 
marg. by the scholiast, who also makes an erasure in the text: 
f. 141 v. Choeph. 521 in the text wapevyap, the ev, and later 
T in tov- are the work of the scholiast, in the margin is 7 
mapa by the second scribe, a very unusual occurrence: f. 142-v. 


Choeph. 625 ém avédpi tevyerdopws schol. in marg.: f. 143 v. 


Choeph. 708—710 zpoodgopa added by scholiast in the margin, 
with at the end the mark < to which < before aivé answers ; 
the cause of the omission is evidently homoeoteleuton: f. 145 r. 
Choeph. 851 ev OvijcKovtos by the schol. in the margin, and 
also written into the text by the scholiast: f. 145 r. the colophon 
to the Choephoroe is by the second scribe, but the argument etc. 
to the Prometheus is by the scholiast: f. 147 v. Prom. 9 at the 
Journal of Philology. vou. xx11. 13 


ahs Ve. es 
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scholion 76 X Sea 7d ode, a small y is actually written against — 
the line, apparently by the scholiast, (Prof. Vitelli thinks by 
the second scribe); f. 148 r. Prom. 15 r# in text, over which the 
schol. writes mpoo: f. 156 v. Prom. 844 add. in marg. schol. 
ib. Prom. 851 ev in éxpepdyOnxev add. schol.: ib. Prom. 856 


alruverr, tov add. schol.: f. 158 v. Prom. 1033 7f adr’ épety warny 
schol.inmarg. F.159 r. the colophon and ornaments to the Prom. 
are by the second scribe, the argument etc. to the Eumenides 
by the scholiast, the person-names in the play by the secend 
scribe : f.160 v. Eumen. 121—123 added by the scholiast in the 
margin, with < at the end, to which < above #feu corresponds: 
f. 163 r. Eumen. 390 the line tav nim Naputrar SvcodoTraimara 


is added in marg. by the schol.: f. 167 r. Eumen. 848 vale 


Sapar...ov, the scholiast superscribes ‘a’ and ‘av': f. 169 r. the 
colophon to the Eumenides and the words vrd0eous tav érra 
emit OnBas are by the second scribe in semiuncial; the letters 
are very remarkably formed, and the place is a decisive proof 
that the second hand and the scholiast are different; cf. also 
the colophon to S.c. Th. and the title of the Supplices. F.179 r. 
the dramatis personae at the beginning of the Septem c. Thebas 
are by the scholiast, the person-names to the text are added by 
the scholiast where the second scribe has left them out: f.170 r. 
S.c. T.73 of wat 6XBov péovta cai Sduous, schol.: ib. 8. c. T. 83 
in édedeuas the scholiast inserts v after w, ib. S. c. T. 1238 


payava, both 1 added by schol, ib. 8, 0. T. 194 déven, Bau DE 
schol.: f. 171 r. 8. c. T. 178 rs is added by the second scribe 
above the line, ib. S. c. Th. 194 the letters év «uv in the words 
movtiw év xvpate are by the schol. in an erasure, and there are 
a great many other corrections by the scholiast of accents and 
syllables in this part of the book: f. 174 r. 8. ¢. T. 496 avépi is 
added above the line by the second scribe: f. 179 r. Suppl. 9 vAa 
in ¢vdakavopay is by the scholiast in an erasure, marg. 7 
dvéavopay schol. F. 179 r. Suppl. 81 7 8ar in text, r7vde in marg. 
by the scholiast: f. 183 v. Suppl. 527—529 added by schol. in 
margin: f. 188 r. the ornaments at the end of the Supplices are 
by the second scribe, and this subscription at the bottom of the 
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page + Tédos dedwxas ypioTé col ydpw dépw: Ff. 188 v. and 
189 r. the Bios aicyvAov which covers these two pages, is by the 
scholiast, in a larger and rounder minuscule than what he uses 
on the margin of the text: it is proportioned to the greater 
space and the fact that the scribe is now writing the substantive 
text and no longer subordinate matter. In this respect it 
resembles the scholiast’s minuscule on two pages of Apollonius 
(256, 260). This selection of additions and corrections may be 
sufficient to shew the part taken by the third hand in the 
writing of Aeschylus: I have made the list shorter because of 
the exact manner in which every case is recorded by Prof. 
Vitelli in Wecklein’s edition of Aeschylus (Berlin 1885). 


Next to be considered are the annotations on the extreme 
margin of Aeschylus. We do not find single words as in the 
Sophocles, but, apparently as an equivalent, the contraction 2°, 
for &7reu, against particular verses: e.g. f. 140 v. against Choeph. 
437, 439, 441, f 141 r. against Choeph. 472, f. 141 v. Choeph. 
519, 521, 530, 542, f. 170 r. S. c. Th. 83 where the word ér«éde- 


fas is corrected by the schcliast into éXedeuas. Either, as in 
these cases, the sign 2’ is written simply, or the word in ques- 
tion to which it is directed is added, as f. 131 r. Agam. 3 27 


Bc’ or the 2° is an introduction to a comment, e.g. f. 162 v. 
Kumen. 331 27 otuas dpovodanje, f. 182 v. Suppl. 435 2° owas 
bntiTNaino tav ixériv: or we have a comment in the same 
style but without 27°, e.g. f. 183 v. Agam. 124 otyas ed viKdto, 
f. 140 r. Choeph. 408 ofwas mau tis tpamou 7 av: @ Zed, f. 140 v. 
Agam. 434 ofuas tatpos 8 atiweoo’ ap atioe, f. 142 r. Choeph. 
588 oiwar rédovpoe iv” 4 TO onpavduevov petéwpor, f. 161 v. 
Eumen, 204 obtas [¥, not 27] oiuas dSéxtwp, f. 181 r. Suppl. 
254 otwar 7) Epwod paBdor, f. 187 r. Suppl. 950 tows y adres x’ 


ot Evvem. These longer passages at once serve to identify the 
hand that writes them, and to explain the single words in the 
margin of Sophocles: they plainly belong to the same series of 
annotation, and the same purpose seems to be served by the 
Gyre in Aeschylus as by the particular word in Sophocles: 
they call attention to something that the writer found a diffi- 


13—2 
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culty in the text. Without further indication, the nature of “ 


the difficulty might be doubted, e.g. the sign might conceivably 
have implied a doubt as to whether the archetype had been 
properly copied. From the longer comments in the Aeschylus 
however, we see that the writer put down his doubts as a 
reader, at places where the text appeared to him not to make 
sense: he suggests a reading iy’ 7 7d onpuaivopevov....Further, 
while all these words, signs and comments plainly belong to 
the same writer, the longer comments enable us to identify him 
with the scholiast. The single words in the Sophocles-margin, 
having apparently no value, have often been cut through by 
the binder, and where they remain, their position on the edge 
has often exposed them to damp and rubbing, and distorted or 
obliterated the letters. The longer passages in Aeschylus, 
being better preserved by being further within the page, may 
be easily compared with the various lections added by the 
scholiast, and the hand in either case is seen to be the same. 
The evidence from Apollonius may conveniently be noticed 
here: the signs are fewer, but we have an equivalent (4/) for 
fnrec on f. 199 r. at Ap. I. 693, and in other places. The 
consideration of these extra-marginal notes is of importance 
as throwing light on the arrangement of the manuscript, and 
also as giving a parallel to very similar extreme-marginalia in 
the Venetian Iliad, in which I may refer to Ludwich, Aristarchs 
Homerkritik, 1. p. 160 sqq. 


Apollonius. 

F. 190 r. bk 1. title and argument are by the scholiast, but the 
colophon to bk 1. and the title to bk 1. (f. 207 v.), to bk Im. 
(f. 224 v.), and to book Iv. (f. 241 v.) are by the first scribe. 
f. 191 v. (1.139) & after ’ISuev is added in the text by the schol. 
f. 194 v. the line I. 312 is added between the lines by the schol, in 
minuscule. f. 198 v. (1. 698), af «al mepureddowévov Ereos schol. 
in minuscule. f. 200 v. the line I. 771 is inserted by the scholiast 


in the text between 769 and 770, ib. 1. 802 alr; v by schol. 
f, 201 v. 1. 893 got, ‘rou’ by schol. ib. ayeipdo, marg. ayetpaio 
schol. f. 202 r. 1. 955 évvene, ai by schol., ib. 1. 960 added in 


a 
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minuscule by the schol. in marg., and before the scholia, which 
are written round it. f. 203 r.1. 1041 & after cpodpuv added in 
text by the scholiast. f. 204 v. 1 1155 omitted in the text, is 
added by the scholiast in minuscule in the margin. f. 207 r. 1. 
1333 jxev, suprascr. schol. qf evrev. f. 209 r. 1. 110 on the 
margin and partly cut off, in a minuscule hand which seems 
none of the three already known, @peidns & auvx...Bing ot... 
mos oma...f. 215 v. 11. 624 tadra is added by the first scribe 
above the line. f. 220 v. 11. 1018 added by the scholiast in the 
margin with the sign <.. f. 237 v. U1. 1047 avdpwr is added 
above the line by the first scribe. f. 287 v. ut. 1110 ovea corr. 


by first scribe into dcoa. f. 243 v. Iv. 137 odusti corr. by first 
scribe. These examples taken from many, may give an idea of 
the shares taken by the first scribe and the scholiast in pre- 
senting the author. We have now to see the scholiast as a 
corrector on a larger scale: f. 236 v. U1. 921 is followed in the 
text by 962: after 921 the scholiast puts the sign -~ and in 


semiuncial the remark Sy TO Neltrov avw Grrov TO onpuetiov; the 
onpetov, , recurs on the top margin, and is followed by the 
lines 922—961, written by the scholiast in minuscule; at 
the end is the sign & which refers the reader to another & 
which stands in the text before 962. The next correction is of 
larger extent: f. 250 v. after Iv. 691 there follow in the text 
lines 722—752, after which stand 692—721, and then the re- 
mainder in order: this is all the work of the first scribe, which 
the scholiast sets in order thus. At v. 691 there is an asterisk, 
*, and two explanatory notes, one in the left margin, partly cut 
off, as follows!: Se? yuaoxew Ste Tpdos Tepiccotépay Syrwow 
THhv éxdotou apar[pjatos cvvawu [élEw mpoceOnxapev, wore 
pa[d]tav troveto@au [t]nv tovtTwy ovvélrjecay Kal un [d]pas kata 
Tov ypa[plews mroveto Oar: this like the other explanatory notes 
is in semiuncial. In the right margin there is a longer note, 
Kata ANOnv cvvéBn ypadjvar ovTws. Set ody amd TOD TédoUS 
TOUTOU TOD oTixou CnTeiv ev TO éuTrpoobev KaTaBaTe TV aKo- 
Aoviav, Sov TO onpetov' HO€ ToD EnToupévou atixou apxn 
eoTlv ovTws' ifavoy H Te Sikn’ cuvaTrTew ovdv Set oUTwS, TO O 


1 These notes are printed in Merkel’s Apollonius, p. 241 sq. 
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dvew Kal dvavdoe ed’ Eotine alfavre ifavov Hre dixn Avypots 
ixérnot tétuxtar’ SuedOwv dé péypt Todde Tod otiyouv avTws 
Nee sy 3 \ ey - se | ‘ = > - 
iSpvOnoav épéotior 7 yap oveipwv' avarodicov adfis ev TO 
éabévts kal cvvarwpov obtwa 4 yap dveipwv pvhoTis aevkedin dvveEv 
hpévas oppaivovaa’ eita Tradw diehOwv peypt Tov ovd ddroxov 
/ \ VA el \ / , a 54 
Kpovidao 810s NaOov, ToUTOV TOV oTixov GUVaWov Tois EuTrpoabev 
SvaBads Tods edeEns Keypévous’ otrw Sé Sei cuvaTtew* adda oi 
ipus éppadev edt’ evonoev amd pmeyapoto Kiovtas’ év Se TH ma 
ToUTwY éxaoTn cuvarrer TO Apuofov onuciov eOnxapev’ Kal Set 
TavTa oKoTeiv axpiBas pndcv TO ypadet pmeupopevov Sia TO 
KaKkelvov oUTws evpnKévar Kal TH odadpate Sv dyvovay pm) 
mpoccxeiv. Pursuant to these directions, the reader finds 
another asterisk x. on f. 251 r. before v. 692. At the end of the 


passage vv. 692—721 is the sign ,¥< with the instruction tn 


dmev é€v TO TPO TOVTOV KaTaBaTw@ THY aKkorovOnow Kal cuVe- 
Telav Tov Noyou' O7rov TO onmetov TodTo. Looking back, the 
other specimen of this sign is on f. 250 v. before line 722. Con- 
tinuing from here at line 751 we find the sign ® with the note 


tn TO onpelov éutpoobey mpd TpLdv atiywy Tov TédXoUS TOD 
xkataPartovd: this sign we find at line 752, which is the third 
from the bottom of the page. The text then proceeds smoothly. 
The ordinary scholia are distinguished from these explanations 
by being enclosed in lines, e.g. on f. 250 v. and f. 251 r. Lastly, 
on a blank space at the bottom of f. 250 r. the scholiast, 
using minuscule, writes these rather enigmatical lines: 


apas €o.ke TOV KaTETTUYNMEVOV 

Baddrew avadeio ws KexiBdnrevpévov 

ws pawoBaxyov Kai Nav mepuppévov 

@s TatTpanoiav Kal KaTndwoynméevov 

et Kal huratros avTos ws Beod piros 

Tod pin) KaTeyOpav B..pews méutrey dOyous. 


I am unable to read the first syllable of the fourth word in the 
last line. Merkel prints Bipews, the word certainly appears to 
begin with 8, but the vowel that should follow is represented 
by a single stroke of no particular significance. So far as the 


—— 
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lines have any meaning, they seem intended to support the 
prayer xal un) apas Kata Tod ypadews Troveio Oar. 

In the same quaternion as this correction, on f. 252 v. we 
find line 849 followed by 1. 950, and the passage continuing so 
that the next page (the actual f. 254 r.) began with 974, that is 
to say exactly one hundred lines were omitted. To remedy 
this, an extra leaf or half-sheet is inserted between the seventh 
and eighth: viz. f. 253, the flap of which is visible between ff. 
246 and 247; the writing on this leaf, text and scholia, is all in 
the hand of the scholiast: further, on f. 252 the lines 950— 
973, which had been mistakenly added, are cancelled, first by a 
lunette or semicircle being prefixed to each line (9), next a 
hand, apparently later, has scored lines cross-wise across the 
passage. Further, on the top of f. 254 r.,immediately above the 
text, two lines, 972 and 973, are added, that is to say, the first 
scribe having omitted a hundred lines, the scholiast, finding 
them too many to write in the margin, inserted one entire leaf 
on which to write them: at the same time he marked out the 
twenty-four lines that were out of place on f. 252 v. and had 
therefore 124 lines to insert. Of these he wrote 54 on the recto 
of f. 253, 68 on the verso, writing close and in double columns 
towards the bottom: but even so, two lines remained, which he 
added above the text of f. 254 r. 

In the next gather, on f. 255 v. after 1. 1097 comes 1123 to 
1147, after which is 1098 and the page continues to 1113: the 
scholiast has cancelled the lines 1123—1147 with double marks 
of omission (99, the outer set of which seem to me in a 
different hand), then he has cut away f. 256 altogether and 
inserted a new leaf, the actual f. 256, which is gummed to 
f. 261; f. 257, in the first hand, begins with 1174, so that fewer 
lines than usual were necessary to fill up the gap. Accordingly 
in the recto of 256 we have 32 lines and on the verso 28, while 
the average of the lines in Apollonius is 42. To account for 
one page containing so few lines that the next page begins with 
1174, we must suppose some confusion or repetition in the 
original f. 256, which is unknown to us. Again, f. 260, the 
sixth leaf is inserted and written by the scholiast: here there 
is no disturbance in the pages that precede or follow, but 
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evidently a number of lines must have been omitted on the — 
original f. 259, for on the recto of the restored leaf we have 70 
lines, on the verso 62, and the lower part of the recto is in 
double columns. 

The method of rearranging a discontinuous text by means . 
of a system of signs, is common in late MSS., and is in itself a | 
practicable arrangement. So we find that in the beautiful 
tenth-century Pappus, Vat. 218, the quires stand in a wrong | 
order, and are adjusted by a late scribe, who calls himself | 
Zacharias, in the same way: in the eleventh-century MS. of | 
Dio Cassius, Ven. 395, a late hand has frequent warnings to the | 
reader in the text; e.g. f. 202 r. at the beginning of a gather, 
Cntet 0 avayweoKwv TO Tapoy TEeTpadioy ev dAXW TOTw odetdov 
teOjvat 6 yap tas BeBpavas ovvTibels notoxnoev; this is a | 
matter of gathers, not of mistakes in copying by the original | 
scribe; 6 gauvtiOeis tds BeBpavas is evidently a would-be 
rearranger of the book after its binding had burst: at the end 


of this and the next gather we find the indication &, on | 


f. 198 r., the first page of a quire of two sheets, we have tn | 
dipvrnovr }. | 
These however are cases of books that have become dis- | 
turbed and have required rearranging many years after their | 
writing: rearrangements in the text of an eleventh-century MS. | 
at the time when it was written, are unusual. The reader will 
find another instance of a direction to look out for onueia in 
the page of the Paris Anthology facsimiled by M. Omont 
(facsimilés des plus anciens MSS. no. 33). The different | 
procedure adopted in different cases by the scholiast is also | 
worthy of notice: here he sets matters right by writing omitted 
lines in the margin, with a direction to the reader where to 
look for them: there he does not rewrite, but corrects a | 
disjointed text by a number of corresponding signs: in another | 
case the omitted lines are so many that the margin will not | 


* Compare also Bodl. Barocci 69, wy +d onuetov rodro @. F. 157 v. 
A.D. 1378; on f. 155. in the margin we (which is blank but for one line) z 
Gnd fire ls 50 rekon rhe Opteseeh TA 5 ao as edhe, On alee 
page], and below 2° gumpocdev dv0 pud- 
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contain them, and it is judged better to insert a new leaf which 
closely written will contain the omitted lines: in other places 
the leaves on which mistakes have happened are cut out and 
written anew. The most interesting point however in the 
third hand’s correction is the apology that on f. 250 v. he makes 
for the blunders of the first writer. It is of the utmost rarity, 
in a MS. of a good age, for a scribe to break his impersonality 
and speak in his own person: and I know no instance of one 
scribe referring to another of his companions. In our case, the 
third scribe apologises for his subordinate: de? tadta oxortrety 
axpiBes he says of his system of signs, undév TO ypade? 
peuhouevov; and the reason he gives for such pardon is 
interesting, “ because he found it so and did not attend to the 
mistake.” In the study of MSS. we are so entirely reduced 
to inference, that an explicit statement of this kind is of great 
value. Also one sees that according to the standard of an 
eleventh-century scribe, verses added in the margin, pages cut 
out, lines erased or struck out, needed no excuse: it was only 
when the text as presented to the reader, was not of itself 
continuous, that he felt it necessary to explain, and to depre- 
cate complaint. Late scribes, e.g. of the xvith century, lament 
freely the laceration or the unintelligibility of their archetypes : 
but a scribe of a good age is usually silent. 

A certain number of the scholia to Apollonius were in the 
process of copying written on the wrong page: the scholiast 
warns the reader of the fact in the following way. F. 196 r. 
the note on line 1. 498, which is the first line on f. 196 v., is on 
the recto of the leaf: accordingly in the margin we find tov 
éxeidev xataBatov ayoduor, “the scholion belongs to the page 
over there”: f. 206 r.the scholion on 1. 1280 which should be on 
the verso is on the recto of this leaf; in the margin we have, 
axodov Tou éxeiMev cedvdos. F. 244 v. the scholion on Iv. 247 
should come on f. 245 r., it is on the verso of 244, The margin 
has the note tavta tad oyoda Tov érépov eict KataParod. 


On f. 245 r. at the bottom we have £m ta Aowra GYoNA TOUTOU 
Tov KataBatou otpéas TO dUAAOV. KataBarov is late Greek 
for ‘page’; according to Stephanus the earliest authority for it 
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is Herodian, Epimerismi (ed. Boissonade, London 1819) p.2 pa 
Kal év Tois weT@TrioLs THY KaTaBaTer, and the word is recognised 
by Hesychius and Suidas. The more usual word in classical 
Greek is cedis, which is used as an equivalent of xataBarov on | 
f. 206 r. Another mediaeval word for ‘page’ or ‘side’ is dyes?; | 
e.g. in the xth century MS. of Clement Alex., Tatian and 

Athenagoras, at Modena, Estense 126, where a manuscript has 

been made up by writing a first part to fit a mutilated book 

already existing, at the end of the new part, which had over- 

lapped the old by a page, the scribe writes {nrer aOnvayopou 

mpecBelav mept xpiotiavav év TH B der tov dvdAXoU TOD 

éyouévou TeTpadiov; accordingly we find that the first page of 

the original book is crossed out, and the treatise of Athenagoras 

begins on the verso of the first leaf. 

We are now able to reconstruct the process of the writing 
of the book. A single scribe had the direction of it: he 
numbered the quires, perbaps ruled the leaves, and gave them 
out to be written: the writing was done by two other men, 
apparently younger than the director, of whom the first wrote 
the whole of Sophocles and Apollonius, while at the second 
quire of Aeschylus a second scribe was taken on who completed 
the author. The duty of these men was to copy the text of | 
their author, with all that immediately appertained to it, the . 
titles and colophon of the play, the names prefixed to the parts 
of the characters, the arguments introductory to the plays. | 
The first scribe fulfilled this duty accurately, the second, for | | 
reasons that are not obvious, in places contented himself with | 
the bare text, and we find therefore many of these appendages | 
in the case of Aeschylus in the hand of the director. The two | 
subordinates very seldom correct their own mistakes ; and they | 
take no further part in the making of the book. The director, 
or as we may call him, the diorthotes, received the sheets as 
written, and his first care was to compare the text with the 
archetype, and to add lines or passages of the text that had 
been left out by the two scribes. Where necessary, he had 
recourse to strong remedies, and cut away and added pages. 


' Another word is Spacis, ef. the notes from Barocci 69 just quoted, 


inl on 
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He also found it necessary to introduce a new system of 
marking the quires in Aeschylus, to repair an inexplicable 
error of his own. He then proceeded to write, in the prepared 
spaces, the scholia that he found in the margin of his archetype, 
using a different character to distinguish the comments from 
the texts of the authors, but writing various readings in the 
ordinary minuscule. Finally, he appears to have read the 
book through in a more critical spirit, more as a reader than a 
scribe, and to have put down on the margin where it was free 
and in small character, either words which he doubted and 
for which he had no explanation, or in other cases a sign to 
attract the reader’s attention to such words: or occasionally he 
ventured on a note, an expression of opinion as we should say, 
a conjecture of his own. This completed the book, it needed 
only to be made up and bound. At some period, probably 
later than the original binding, the leaves of the book were 
re-trimmed, and many of the diorthotes’ queries were cut away. 
The scholia were spared, and in one place f. 199 v., where they 
spread nearer to the bottom of the page than usual, the last 
quarter of an inch of scholia is turned up into a fold. In the 
course of time, at a period which nothing in the book itself 
enables us to fix, the quires of Aeschylus became unsewn, and 
one whole one, and three quarters of the next were lost. 


T. W. ALLEN. 
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. Mr JAMES is to be congratulated on his successful raid 
among a few libraries, from which he has enriched apocryphal 
literature with no fewer than thirteen new documents, some 
indeed consisting only of a few lines. 

Perhaps the most interesting piece is the first, from an 
eighth century manuscript now in the National Library, Paris 
(nouv. acq. Lat. 1631). It is a vision of the world unseen, like 
the two in Bede, and has been known in other forms, Greek, 
Syriac, etc., but the new comer is the most complete of all. 
I propose to run through it, noticing forms and constructions 
interesting to students of late Latin and of the Romance lan- 
guages. The scribe has an ‘open mind’ on many points, ‘in 
all things mutable save mutability’, and by his interchange of 
consonantal 2 (j) and g, shews that g in his days was no longer 
hard; as the forms of habeo, homo and hic, very often drop the 
aspirate, he places us by the cradle of modern French and 
Italian. 


P. 11 1. 10 11 habitante quodam in domum. So 19 9 


inhabitabam in eam. 21 26 ueniet habitare in eam. cf. 16 16 
omnia steterunt in conspectum eius. 16 19 20 impii non 
inuenerunt locum habitacionis in eum. 20 2 adhuc reputas in 
seculum permanere? 21 14 15 (cf. 35 33) cuius rei gratiam. 
25 14 the correct cuius ret gratia. 21 15 posite sunt aec 
litere super tabulas istas. 27 2 quis est super tronum? 27 8 
coram dominum, 30 18 qui sunt in hance penam. 30 33 <uidi> 
...in medium illius. 32 19 constitutos in foueam. 33 7 pannis 

1 Texts and Studies, Contributions Vol. 11 No. 3. Apocrypha anecdota 


to Biblical and Patristic Literature. by Montague Rhodes James, M.A. 
Edited by J. Armitage Robinson, B.D. Cambr. University Press, 1893. 
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picem plenis et sulforem ignis. 34 35 de celum. 39 10 de 
mundum. 36 10 pendens in crucem. 36 30 uermes qui sub 
nos sunt. 41 32 habuit in semetipsum. As we have 22 26 
cum omnes sanctos suos, I retain the ace. 35 22 cum dilectissi- 
mum Paulum; and |. 28 arborem a uentum comotam. The 
acc. even takes the place of nom. 20 28 nondum completum est 
annum. Oompare Petron. 58 uidebo te in publicum. 

P. 11 1. 12 fundamenta domus dissolueret. 15 coegit eum 
ut dissolueret fundamentum. Not a very common use of 
dissoluo. 

P. 111.17 gallicole eius in quibus ambulabat docens uer- 
bum domini. gallicula cited hitherto from Jerome and from 
a glossary. Add Rufin. Ioseph. ant. Iv 8. martyr. Perpet. 
3 2 bis. p. 76 3 and 17 Robinson. Quicherat add. lexx. lat. 
Greg. Magn. dial. 1 2 (uar. lect.). 

P. 111.19 secundum eo quod. I find sic...secundum quod 
in Cypr. 713 16 Hartel. secundum quod...secundum hoc (= 
xaQo... kata TovTo) in Iren. 112824. 291. IvV366f. 381. 
secundum quod without verb in Tert. adu. Marc. mr 6 f. 
Benoist and Goelzer in their new dict. Lat. Fr. have other 
exx.. eo quod is common; but a combination of the two 
(instead of secundum id quod) is new to me. 

P. 12 |. 4 (of mankind) imperat autem omni facture, et 
plus quam omnis natura peccat. 22 33 uidi creaturam loci 
illius et omnem facturam dei. Cf. Roénsch Itala u. Vulgata 
329. Paucker spicilegium 271. Aug. serm. 34 1. 141 1. 
Clem. recogn. 11 11. 8 ter. v 16f. 22 bis. vim 20 bis. 
34f. 58f. Iren.1241. m263f 3039ter. 343. 351. - 
IV 881. v1ll. 122. 386 3. Mar. Victorin. adu. Arium 
1 45. Hier. ep. 98 14. id. Didym. sp. s. 11. id. in ep. ad 
Eph. 1 1 (Ven. 1769 vit 548”) uolens itaque Paulus ostendere 
quod Deus uniuersa sit machinatus ex nihilo, non conditionem’, 
non creaturam atque facturam, sed xataBoArnyv, id est initiwm 
fundamenti ad eum rettulit. 11 4 (ib. 626°) creatio quippe 
apud nos generatio uel natiwitas dicitur: apud Graecos uero 
sub nomine creationis uerbum factwrae et conditionis accipitur. 


1 This conditio (condo) is not to be confounded with the classical condicio 
(condico). 
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Phoebad. fil. diu. 3. Cassian. inc. v 3. Rufin. in Gen. 1 12, — 
Vict. Vit. 11 69. passio sanct. IV coronat. 326 21. 330 24. 
334 23. 

P. 121.11 12 dum ad usque conuertentes peniteantur. I 
have not observed dum ad usque (cf. quo ad usque) elsewhere ; 
here it occurs also 1. 20, 29, 35. 1316. 17 6. 406. The 
depon. peniteamint also 18 18. 41 24: the personal act. pent- 
teant |. 21, 29. 13 16. 14 30. penitere 35 15. penitebant 
24 29. penituistis 36 8 and 9. penituerunt 25 11. On the 
depon. see Kretschmann de latinitate Apulei 81. On -eo, -eor, 
-endus, -ens, Koffmane Geschichte des Kirchenlateins 1 (Breslau 
1879) 70. Rufin. apol. 1 44 si ille pro his paenituit. Tert. 
adu. Mare. 11 24 ante med. paenitentem malitiarum. 

P. 12 |. 23 intaminauerunt homines sanctum nomen tuum. 
Georges and Benoist-Goelzer know the verb; Freund (Riddle- 
White, Lewis-Short) only the participle. See Hegesipp. 11 10 4 
ne templum intaminarent (cf. Ioseph. bell. 1 17 5 rods peai- 
vovtas Tov vadv). The adv. intaminate is in Iren. 11 10 § 2. 

P. 12 |. 24 permitte me exurgam. |. 8 permitte me et 
faciam. 13 12 permitte mihi et conteram. 30 6 non permi- 
serunt eum dicere. 23 26 non omnis homo permittetur ingredi. 
32 3 non permittebantur sumere. 32 24 non permittebantur — 
dicere. Aug. de pece. meritis I 66 f. aetas permissa maledicere, 
Amm. XIv 1 3 nec hiscere nec loqui permissus. 

P. 13 1. 3 (and 10 and p. 30 1. 18) noceor. 39 8 nocetur. 
31 36 uiduas et pauperes nocuerunt. Hence in p. 21 |. 27 
nocemur (ms. wocemur) is a certain correction; wewamur did 
not even deserve the honour of a query in the note. Benecke 
on Justin xLIv 46. Burm. and Gud. on Phaedr. Iv 18 (19) 4. 
Iren. V 5 2. Hermas mand. x 1 2. Aug. de gestis Pelag. 33. 
Greg. Tur. glor. mart. 1 31. Rénsch Ital. u. Vulg. 441. Hier. 
in Gal. 1 2 (on c. 3 1 vil 4174) uel is, in quo bona sint aliqua, 
alio fascinante, id est inuidente, noceatur. (ib.*) tenera aetas 
noceri dicitur fascino. Archiv f. lat. Lexik. 1 265. Hagen 
on vulg. p. 33. Vict. Vit. 1 37. [Cypr.] 11 319 ver. 261 and 
264 Hartel. dig. x1111932. Veg. 11 26 p. 119 13. 

P. 13 1. 20 incessabiliter. Add to lexx. Rufin h, e. v1 17 f. 
h. mon. 12. Cassian. coll. xtv 10 4 xx1 142. Aug, in 
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ps. 93 23. Oros.1 2106. vi 207. vi416. 25 13. 
414. Bedah.e.16f. mil. Eddius uita Wilfr. 48. Baron. 
A. D. 601 13. Migne tit 739%. Ennod. ep. vi 38 f. Leo ep. 
108 (83) c. 2 (1 1012" Migne). 

P. 13 |. 34 indeficienter. Add to lexx. Hil. in ps. 118 
1.13 2. Fulgent. c. Fastidios. 14. c. Fab. fr. 6 cet. Bonif. p. 223 
Jaffé. [Aug.] serm. 2 ad catech. 13. [Hil.] anon. in Iob 1 
p- 23. Réonsch 153. 


P. 141.12 conlugemus. <A rare word. I have recorded no 
other example except the one to be seen in lexx. 


P. 14 1. 16 (cf. 17 4) adiutorium. ‘Freund’s effrontery in 
calling this word, which exists in medical and theological 
writings in hundreds of examples, ‘rare’, is only equalled by 
the submissive ignorance of Riddle-White and Lewis-Short 
who still repeat the fable. Take a few exx. Pollio in Suet. 
gr. 10 p. 108 Reiff. VM. 1 7 E 1 cet. Sen. ben. 11 23 3. 
VI 35 2. .iral 5 2. ep, 52 3. 87 25, 31. Tert. adu. Marc. 1 
Sam. I 4 p.m. 11 pr. quae in -um masculo...fuerat 
designata. Saluian. eccl. m1 13. Cassian. inst. xm 141. 17 
1 bis. 18 pr. coll 1234 163. 22 3. xxr 33 1. 
(Petschenig is so well aware that the word is no rarity, that 
he gives it no place in his index.) It would be easy to collect 
examples from fifty writers, and fifty examples from some 
single writers. From Theodore Priscian alone I glean 124 
references. Why should men who take money from a con- 
fiding public for teaching Latin proclaim on the house tops 
that they have never opened the elder Seneca, Frontinus, 
Apuleius, any father or medical writer? It is the fashion to 
display ignorance of the Bible; can we conceive Rob. Stephens, 
or Faber, or Gesner, or Scheller, or Forcellini, calling a word 
‘rare’ which occurs 39 times in the concordance to the Vulgate? 
Ronsch gives it no place in his book, though he finds room for 
many words not marked as ‘rare’ by Messrs Freund, Riddle, 
White, Lewis, Short*. Half an hour with Augustine will enable 


1 Bonnet, Le Latin de Grégoire de in Gregory, pointing out that adiu- 
Tours 465, only thinks it worth while mentum, as obsolete, is in Placidus 
to record three examples out of many explained by adiutorium. 
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any student to take the measure of these gentlemen as regards 
a right to lay down the law of Latin usage. . 

P. 14 1. 82 quecunque operantur a uobis. See Georges for 
opero and the passive operor. Add Isid. sent. 11194. Réonsch 
Itala u. Vulg. 298. 388. 

P. 15 1. 12 exiebant. Neue Formenlehre 11 445. act. apost. 
8 7 old Lat. Migne cv1 1291%. Lucifer p. 41. 7 Hartel. 

P. 16 1. 6 obmixta. Unknown to lexx. In Apul. met. rv 20 
introduced by Hildebrand from the mss. and retained (se ob- 
miscent agminatim) by Eyssenhardt. 

P. 16 |. 20 21 dominati sunt anime eius. Like regno and 
desino in Horace, dominor occasionally follows the Gr. con- 
struction. Apul. Asclep. 39. Tert. apol. 26 f. adu. Mare. Iv 
27 p.m. pudic. 17. Minue. 12 5. Herm. past. 11 9 23. Hier. 
ep. 125 11. in Toel c. 2 (v1 194* ed. Ven. 1768). Réonsch Itala 
u. Vulg. 438. gen. 37 8 Lugd. Ezech. 46 18. Migne xc 131% 
Iren. 11 61,4 163f. 182. 23 4 Iv 11 bis. Possibly 
however animae may be dative. 

P. 16 1. 23 necesse est enim te reuertere in eodem corpore. 
18 |. 10 n. e. e. te r. in carne tua. Georges adds to the stock 
exx. (Lucr. and Pompon.) of the present used intransitively 
only Aug. serm. 1945 Mai. I have not recorded any example. 

P. 17 |. 14 uiuificatio. The substantive is less common 
than the verb. See however Cypr. de domin. orat. 12 f. (275 
19.Hartel). Ambr. hexaém. v 1 bis. in ps. 37 39. Nicet. 
de spir. s. potentia (Migne LII 858°) 9 f. ; 

P. 18 1. 3 hora and ora in a single line. 

tid. minabatur. Fr. mener. It. menare. gl. Reichenau 
col. 338 157 abigebat: inde minabat. See Georges. Ronsch 
Itala u. Vulgata 236 and coll. philol. 234, Arch. f. lat. Lexik. 
Iv 293 f. Sen. contr. 9 8 ceteros patres nostros, quos apud 
aratra ipsa minantes pecora sua circumsteterunt lictores. Greg. 
M. dial. 1 2 (157"). Bonif. p. 280 p. m. Jaffé. Migne xcovr 
827°. leges Burgund. (von Salis) 63 1. 115 12. 

P. 18 |. 7 comminati sunt ipsius. I have no record of this 
construction, 

P. 18 1. 12 ait ad illam. 27 10 ad alterutrum dicunt. ad 
after aio. Apul. met. v 18 f. sic ad illas ait. Clem. recogn. 
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120 pr. 71 pr. 47 pr. 69 pr. vill. 4 pr. 6 pr. vir 
8bis. Ixl pr. 33. 34 x16f 59 pr. 64. So after inquit 
Dosith. 38; after donatum Bonif. p. 260 f. Jaffé. On the use 
of ad after mando, do, cet. see Stiinkel in Jahrbb. f. Philol. 
1876. Suppl. 641—4. Thielmann iiber Sprache u. Kritik 
des Apolloniusrom. (Speier 1881) 37, Ronsch in roman. For- 
schungen I (1883) 286—7. ad after dico Tert. adu. Mare. iv 
22 f. de carne Chr. 16 f. Lucifer (ed. Hartel) p. 61 1 4 17. 
72 3. Clem. recogn. 1 5 pr. 39 ter. IW 382 pr. Iv 23. vi 
11. vir 4 98 x 13 pr. 54 pr. Bonnet Le Latin de 
Grégoire de Tours (Paris 1890) 583. With loquor we find ad 
in Verg. and Ov. Language becomes less synthetic; the force 
of terminations is forgotten, and prepositions or auxiliary forms 
make good the loss. 

P. 18 1. 25 susurracio. Add to lexx. Cassian. inst. vit 9 3. 
x 20. See Georges. 

wbid. obuiauerunt eam. I have a good many exx. of the 
verb, but not in this construction. 

P. 18 1. 28 peculiaria nostra. See in Archiv f. lat. Lexik. 
II 38 39 peculiare as subst. 

P. 18 1. 32 (23 3) miliorum. I have no record of this form. 

P. 19 1. 11 facta est uox dei ad eam. Gell. 11 23 20 seruus 
...bas apud Menandrum uoces facit. In the vulgate we have 
factum est uerbum Domini ad me. 

P. 19 1. 17—19 quicunque enim fecerit misericordiam eius 
ipse miserebitur, et quicunque non misertus fuerit, neque ei 
miserebitur deus. 29 13 14 dicentes: Miserere nobis, domine ; 
et nemo misertus est els. cf. 32 24. 34 33. 35 1. 25—27 
(e.g. miserere plasmae tuae, miserere filiis ominum, miserere 
imagini tue). 36 4. But 30 12° orfanos non est misertus. 
33 16 orfanos non sunt miserti. For dat. see Cypr. 292 2 
Hartel. Lact. m. p. 23 8. Hermae Pastor (ed. Hilgenfeld, 


1 As in both these passages orfanos v11i175. Paucker in Zeitschr. f. oest. 
is preceded in the ms. by uiduae et, it Gymn. 1881, 494. 1887, 96. In the 
is doubtful whether we should read in sense of ‘giving alms’ Koffmane 
both places the dat. or the ace., or Gesch. d. Kirchenlateins 1 (Breslau 
retain the two cases. See for dat. 1879) 31. 

Ronsch 313—4, Arch. f. lat. Lexik. 


Journal of Philology. vou. XXII. 14 
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Lips. 1878) uis. 11 12 p. 29 6. Iren. 1 8 2 wt 17 8 f —< 


23 5f. Lucifer 426. 58 8 Hartel. passio Perpetuae 2 1 pr. 
2. 6p. 7012 Robinson. Aug. serm. 259 3 bis. Clem. recogn. 
m1 42 f. Hier. vi (Ven. 1768) 9% 13% 63° 296% 2974 
Beda h. e. 11112 f. hist. Apollon. Tyr. ind. 

P. 19 1. 20 angelo tartarucho. 29 32 angelos tartarucos. 
The Greek (Tischendorf apocalypses apocryphae, 48, Lips. 
1866) Taprapodyos, so far as I know, here first assumes a Latin 
dress. 

P. 19 |. 21 mittat eum in tenebris exterioribus. 20 36 
anima ista in manibus Tartari tradatur. 21 1 ducat eam in 
carcere <?-em> inferiorum <?-em> et mittatur in tor- 
mentis. 21 11 12 si ingressus fueris in his portis. 22 9 10 
induxit me in secundo caelo, et iterum duxit me in firma- 
mento. 25 16 ingrediencium in ac ciuitate. 25 31 inducit 
eum in ciuitate. 31 26 miserunt eas in ceruicibus earum. 
33 3 alios proiecerunt in flumine. 34 7 respexi in puteo. 38 
13 ingressi sunt multi in regno. 

P. 20 1. 13 hactos. so fructos (22 32, but in same I. fructus. 
23 1. 35 17). Bonnet, Le Latin de Grégoire de Tours 357 
cites artos, grados, uersos, risos, and from an inscr, A.D. 515 
(Le Blant, Inscr. chr. 492) adttos. 

ibid. ex quo caepit annorum .xv. cf. 1,15 ex quo ce<pit> 
.XV. esse annorum. 

P. 21 1. 25 ilare uultu. Bonnet, Le Latin de Grégoire de 
Tours, 359, cites the abl. forms secure, site, grande, cet. 

P. 21 1. 32 ilarens et gaudens. No example of hilarens has 
been recorded. Add to lexx. Isid. orig. 1 4 15 hilarisso. (I 
now see that the latest lexicon, Benoist-Goelzer, has this 
reference.) 

P. 22 1. 3 unus et unus, ‘one or two’. Siluia, peregrinatio 
ad loca sancta (1887) 77. 104. 107. Below 26 27 unus unum 
praecedit. 2918 huna super hunam. This usage is unknown 
to lexx. 

P. 23 1.3 milia milia butriones et in miliorum his singuli 
butriones. Elsewhere we find the biblical milia miliwm. 
Compare Commod. apol. 806 multa milia gentes. cf 853. 
After miliorum (for the form cf. 18 32) probably milibus has 
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fallen out. butrio is botryo. Several forms, but not this, may 
be seen in Georges. | 

P. 23 1. 7 fluenter prestat dona. Here fluenter evidently 
= affluenter (for which add to lexx. Iren.v 8 1. Greg. Tur. 
glor. mart. 1 11 col. 734° ed. Ben. Ioseph. ant. Iv 6 p. 105 pr. 
ed. Bas. 1524. aftluentissime Aug. serm. 216 c. 4). 

P. 23 1. 24 aque candide ualde desuper lac. Rénsch (Itala 
u. Vulgata 398) cites instances of deswper as a prep. Here it 
is used like super. 36 22 melius super; 41 33 plus super. 
So Iren. v 5 2 fortior super. Tert. adu. Mare. Iv 20 pr. 
uastiori super. If 24 f. optimo super. CIL v 7780 super omnes 
felicissimo. 

P. 23 1. 25 aceriosus lacus = Acherusius cf. 1. 32. 24 1. 

P. 24.1. 7 pirgi. Elsewhere the rare pyrgus is a dice-box ; 
here a ‘ tower’. 

P, 24 |. 21 22 esurierunt ab his. Wolfflin in Archiv f. lat. 
Lexik. 1 411—2 has examples of eswrio with acc. and with gen., 
also of the perf., though Freund and his followers say ‘no perf.’ 

P. 24 1. 29 arbores ille...umiliantes semetipsos. 25 7 
arbores humiliant se et iterum eriguntur. I have many exx. 
of humilio (see Biinemann on Lact. Iv 18 22); in Greg. Tur. 
four exx. of humiliatis capillis occur (Hannover 1883, index 
p. 949 col. 1 1. 31); otherwise the literal sense is rare. 

P. 24 1. 33 studenter. A new word. cf. cognoscenter, 
nolenter in Ronsch 151; desideranter in Chrysol. serm. 165. 
Toseph. ant. (1524) 27 a. m. 

P. 24 1. 35 36 nichilum facientes proximis. I thought of 
proxvmos ‘making no account of their neighbours’, as in 31 7 
8 nihil facientes dominum et angelos eius; but 25 1 2 shews 
that the dat. is right: si quid faciebant aliquid proximo 
modicum, inflati erant. 

P. 24 1. 36 amichabiliter. Add to lexx. [Cassiod.] de 
amicit. 3. schol. Vindob. in Hor. a. p. 411. [Hier.] ep. ad 
amic. aegr.1 4. Bonif. 269 Jaffé. Ronsch cites Nennius 46. 

P. 25 1. 16 17 ingrediencium in ac ciuitate. See n. on 21 1. 

P. 26 1. 1 qui seruiunt castitatem. Read seruwo, not seruio, 
as Syr. has ‘whoever has kept his virgin and the purity of his 
soul,’ . 


14—2 
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P. 26 1. 5 ad aquilonem ciuitatis. ‘This gen. is not perhaps — 


very common. Josh. 17 9 terminus Manasse ab Aquilone 
torrentis. 2 chr. 32 30 ad occidentem urbis Dauid. 

P. 26 1. 9 susceptores peregrinorum (cf. 13 susceptionem 
peregrinorum). See my glossary to Bede (-tio, -tor). Eugipp. 
uita Seuerini 1 5 senex, qui dudum in Asturis tanti hospitis 
susceptor exstiterat. Corp. gloss. 11 194 1 susceptor d7rodoxevs. 

P. 26 1. 25 est in ciuitate Christi murus praecedens in honore 
huic loco? but 1. 27 unus unum praecedit. 1. 28 unus alium 
praecedit. The dat. is cited from Plaut. The aliwm=alterum, 
as very often, e.g. Sulpic. perioch. Ter. Andr. 12. haut. 12. 
My glossary to Bede and my Lat. Heptateuch 103 31. 153 22. 

P. 26 1. 28 obquare. (cf. 33 29 obquid.) A new word. 

P. 26 1. 33 conuersus me. Nonius 480 21 acknowledges a 
depon. conuertor. Bonnet, Le Latin de Grégoire de Tours, 413, 
cites se sustentaretur, se trucidantur. 3 

P. 28 1. 6 compsallent. 1. 9 compsallet. Benoist-Goelzer 
have introduced this word into lexx. (from [Cypr.] de xi 
abusiuis 11). 

P. 28 1. 7 tricans. Ronsch 302. Hermas sim. 9 9 (127 
16 Hilg.) quid te tricas? Bonif. 67 Jaffé. Hamann breui- 
loquus (Hamb. 1882) 31. 

P. 28 1. 11 quieuit loqui. cf. 40 27. Holtze synt, 1 44, 
Cassiod. hist. trip. x 33. XII 2. 

P. 28 1. 13 recesse a locis. A new adverb. 

P. 29 1. 3 fornicant. assumptio Mosis 5 (102 26 Hilg.) 
fornicabunt. cf. 31 22 mechauerunt. 

P. 29 1. 20 subtussecuta. It is hardly safe to add this to 
lexx. as a new compound. 

P. 29 1. 23 post multarum orarum. As post in the next line 
takes acc. probably spatiwm or tempus has fallen out. 

P. 29 |. 32 ferrum trium angulorum. Unless angulus (cf. 
‘angler’) means ‘a hook’, ‘a prong’, for which I know no 
evidence, we must read wngularum. Syr. ‘an iron pitchfork 
and it had three tines’, The angelos in the neighbourhood 
would favour the corruption. 

P. 29 1. 36 (cf. 30 28) istum quem uides presbyter fuit. 
30 8 hunc quem uides episcopus fuit. Observe the attraction. 
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P. 30 |. 36 usuras usurarum. L[ustin. cod. Iv 32 28 bis. 

P. 31 1. 20 mouechi. cf. fleueo (85 21. 39 18). 

P. 31 1. 21 mechati sunt, but 32 mechauerunt. cf. 29 3 
fornicant. 

P. 31 1. 33 in locum glacie et niue. Probably plenum or 
rigentem, or some other acc., has fallen out. 

P. 32 1. 1 super canela aque. See Ducange ‘canela’, ‘ca- 
nellus’, which, rather than ‘canalis’, gave rise to our ‘channel’, 
‘kennel’. 

P. 32 1. 36 nefanda ora} genitoribus nostris. On p. 186 
Mr James says: “This should be Vindica nos a g.n.” True, | 
the Gr. has: éxdicnoov ads €x TOV unTépwv jnuov, but, as I 
shewed in this Journal (xxI 285—6), defensio = é«dixnors. 
Read therefore : defende nos a g. n. 

P. 33 1, 2 dederunt nos...in conculcationem porcis. For 
conc. see Aug. in ps. 55° 4, Ambr. in Luc. 10 28. Hier. in 
Matt. 4 6. in Is. vir (23 4 seq.). Rufin. in Iesu Naue 21 1. 
Ronsch 70. 

P. 33 1. 26 uocati estis nomen domini. I have no instance 
of this acc. | 

P. 33 |. 31 dimisit unumquemque in propria uoluntate 
eligere bonum et malum. Aug. serm. 232 2 m. uideamus si 
dimisit eos errare. Hier. ep. 82 9 f. si boni <sumus>, dimit- 
tant quiescere. Rénsch 359 360. 

P. 341, 2 dilectissimus dei Paulus. cf. 36 36. 37 33. 38 
23 36. 41 17. 36 15 Paulum delectissimum meum. 38 26 
Iacob dilectissimus meus. 

P. 35 1. 9 uiuit dominus. ‘as the Lord liveth’, an oath 
common in the books from Judges to 2 Kings’ and in Jeremiah 
and Ezekiel. 

P. 35 1.18 agonizabo. Pelag. in Aug. de gestis Pelagii 54 f. 
Ronsch 247 248. Ducange. Mansi concil. vit 157 f. Chrysol. 
serm. 119 (Migne Lil 526") agonizandum. Aldhelm laud. uirg. 
36 (Migne LxxxIx 136°). Hilduin. uit. Dionys. 15 (Migne 
CVI 21°) agonizantem. 

P. 35 |. 21 contempte. Correct Lewis-Short: ‘only in 


1 In chron. it occurs once (11 18 13), 
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comp. contemptius’. Riddle-White, more modestly: ‘Pos. and 
sup. prob, not in use’, 

P. 36 1. 25 propositus hic est qui peccant. Something seems 
wanting, e.g. pr. <exitus> hic est <lis> qui p. 

P. 36 1. 27 quod opus fuit nasum in mundo? As superbia 
follows, naswm ‘scorn’, is probably right. It may be acc. as 
in Plaut. and Cato and Lucr. v 1053. cf. Claud. Mamert. 65 
15; or nom. neut. (the only form in Plaut. see Lucil. p. 162 
Miiller). In classical Latin the pronoun would be quid. 

P. 36 1. 30 magis peiora. [Quintil.] decl. 5 11 magis ar- 
tiore. Apul. met. Ix 36. Arnob. I 58 Hild.. Wetstein on 
Phil. 1 23. my Latin Heptateuch 53 26. Rufin. h. e. x 8 
(11 19 ed. Rome 1740—1). Jani ars poét. 238. Duker’s Flor. 
ind. ‘minus’. 

P. 37 1.16 17 arbor... que fluet aquas.- Georges ‘fluo’ D 
cites exx. of this acc. from Claud. Ambr., Aug., Cael. Aurel., 
Isid. See Muncker on Hygin. fab. 9 (33, 575 Staveren). 

P. 37 1. 19 20 ex quo autem praeceptum dei apparuit celum 
et terram. Mr James in n. ? ébavépwoev. This may be right, 
or we may read apparauwit, or (which is most probable) prae- 
cepto... terra. 

P. 37 |. 21 arborem hune, 1. 23 arbor per quem. p. 241. 29. 
Lewis-Short cites an inscr. add the ancient version of Dioscorid. 
1 132 pr. p. 100 a 1. 32 (in Romanische Forschungen). Diez, 
Grammatik der roman. Sprachen 11° (Bonn 1871) 20: “ Arbor 
bleibt im pg. drvore feminin, im sp. drbol, pr. albre, fr. arbre 
ist es masculin, im it. arbore commune”. 

P. 37 1. 28 me autem adhue intendente lignum. Cassian, 
coll. 1 14 5 si autem et illud... uoluerimus intendere. XVII 
25 15 praesentis in illo meritum uitae remunerans, non pec- 
catum futurae praeuaricationis intendens. Roénsch 371—2 
Vict. Vit. pers. Vand. 111 31 (= Vv 7) quae res hodieque posita 
in promptu demonstrat. alios sine manibus, alios sine 
oculis, alios absque pedibus, alios truncos naribus auribusque 
intendas. 

P. 38 1. 13 retro me uenientes obviam tibi. Apul. met. v1 8 
conueniat retro metas Murtias Mercurium. Rdénsch 399. 
Archiv f. Jat. Lexik. vit 294. Chalcid. Timae. 239 (274 
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19 seq. Wr.) idemque angulus...longius acutus... longius 
euagatus cuncta quae retro nos sunt in speculo uideri facit. 

P. 38 1. 18 33. 37 28. 4027. 4112 36a longe. Cassian. 
coll. 16 2. Rénsch 231. so cod. @ in hist. Apollon. Tyr. 37 pr. 
(al. de longe, which occurs Veg. mil. 111 18 p. 102 26 Lang and 
Ioseph. ant. 1 27 p. 30 p. m., ed. 1524). 

P. 38 1. 28 abrenunciacione. Mr James gives this word no 
place in his index. It is unknown to Ducange, Riddle-White 
and Lewis-Short ; Georges and Benoist-Goelzer confine them- 
selves to a general ‘eccl.’ With its kindred it will furnish 
a most interesting article to the compiler of what is greatly 
needed, a critical lexicon of liturgical Latin. I could fill pages 
with bare references, so rich is the crop, but content myself 
with what I find under this one word in my margins. See 
Archiv f. lat. Lexik. v 123. Aug. c. sec. resp. Iulian. 11 224 
Cassian. inst. IV (34 tit.) 33 f. 34 pr. 43. vu122f. x11 32 2. 
coll. 111 3 2. 6 (on the three kinds of abrenuntiatio) 1 4 ter. 71 
7 bisll. 104 ter 5. Iv 214. xx1v21. Bonif. 188 pr. Jaffé. 
‘The verb occurs thrice in the Visio Pauli. 14:5. 24 33. 33 14. 
See Ducange, whose editors cite an excellent note by Rittershaus 
on Saluian (gub. VI 32), p. 208, which first directed my atten- 
tion to this matter some thirty years ago. Bingham also in 
his account of baptism cites many authorities Greek (a7ro- 
Ttacoopwa. cet.) and Latin. See Aug. serm. 268 (v app. 441°). 
peccat. merit. I 34 (x 35°). Migne Lit 701°. 874. Archiv f. 
lat. Lex. v 723—4. acta mart. Scillit. p. 507 Aubé. Luc. 9 61 
cod. Bezae. Cass. coll. 16 tit. 11264 m1 7910. Iv 201. 
v83. 182. 22. xvr61. Inst. 1v 27 1 pr. 

P. 39 1.5 in nullo=nullain re. Tert. adu. Mare. v7. (1 
12 pr. in nullo conuenire. apol.6 pr. deidol. 11m. decor. 10. 
Cypr. 466 11 in nullo auocentur (cf. 1. 8 in nulla re auoca- 
rentur). 607 3. 760 20. Hil. trin. 1 5 f. [Aug.] ad fratr. 
erem. serm. 2. Petschenig has 9 exx. in his ind. to Cassian. 
Saluian. gub. v 30 f. vir 37. eccl. Iv 41. Iren. 1m 26 3. 
32 3. 33 1. Iv 35 2. Clem. recogn. x 15. IToseph. ant. 
(Basil. 1524) 119 p. 50am. 13 p. 56 ter. D1 1 p. 63 a. m. 
Iv 4pr.p.96. 5p.99m. 100. m. bis. 6 p.104f. On nullo= 
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nulla re see Nipperdey on Tac. an. 11 15, Obbar on Hor. ep. a 
117 22. 

P. 39 1 22 labores quos pertuli propter filios Israel ad 
nihilum disputati <sunt>. Possibly dissupati, as sheep dis- 
persed precedes. The text may mean ‘my toils have been 
cavilled at and made nothing of’; but the phrase is rather un- 
natural. 

P. 40 1. 16 adproprians salutauit me. So also in ind. But 
we want ‘approaching’ (appropians), not ‘appropriating.’ See 
my glossary to Bede. The word appears in Riddle-White, but 
not in Lewis-Short. Ronsch 181. Luke 19 14 and 29 Ambr. 
(Ceriani monum. sacra et profana I 1861). serm. antiq. reliq. 
245 Mai. Archiv f. lat. Lexik. 11 357—8. Lucifer 240 18 
Hartel. Rufin. h. e. vii 3 p. 467. 

P. 40 1. 32 non recedit alter ab alio. Tert. ad Scap. 2 alii... 
alterius, Cassian. coll. Iv 20 3 alia...altera, Migne Lit 742° 
alter caeditur et alius confitetur. 

P. 41 1. 1 ex ichore plagae. The ms. has: ego autem sum 
Tob qui multum laboraui -XxxX- annorum tempus exi cuo ; plaga. 
It is possible that an epithet to plaga is to be sought; ichore 
certainly will not stand; actu or ulcere would be better, though 
not the right word. 

P. 41 1. 16 salutauimus uos alterutrum., Correct the mis- 
print by reading nos. 

P. 41 1. 19 centum annos feci. 28 32 dies aliquos facientes 
in orationibus. Gronov. on Sen. ep. 66 § 4, p. 231. Commod, 
apol. 566. Clem. recogn. 11 67 pr. CIL v 6261. vu 3160. 
9638. 1x 659. Ronsch 366. 

P. 41 1. 21 continentiam studui. inscr. in the museum at 
Lyon, Edm. Le Blant, inser. chrét. de la Gaule I (Par. 1856, 4to) 
41 (epitaph of the trader Agapus) : fuit iste stacio miseris et 
portus eginis...loca sanctorum adsedue et elemosinam et oracio- 
nem studuit. The ace. is cited also from Plaut. mil. 1437 has res. 
Titinius psaltria in Prisc. p. 629 P. (ver. 85 Ribb.) Ferentinatis 
populus res graecas studet. 

P. 41 1. 23 neque insordidate sunt uestes meae. A word 
added to lexx. in 1893 by Benoist-Goelzer. I had many years 
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iS ago cited the same passage (expos. totius mundi in Riese’s geogr. 
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lat. min. 105 28). 

P. 41 ]. 26 subsanabantur uerba mea. Georges has _antici- 
pated some of my exx. but not Hier. ep. 666. adu. Iouin. 1 34, 
adu. Vigilant. 13, in Osee 11 (7 14 seq. vi 79°, Ven. 1768). 
Hil. in ps. 41 11, Aug. in ps. 7911. serm.1l11l¢.1m. 280c. 
2 pr. de animal 18f. Aldhelm de laud. uirgin. 51 (Migne 
LXXXIX 151°). Ronsch 199. | 


JOHN E. B. MAYOR. 








BENTLEY’S NOTES ON THE ODYSSEY. 
(Continued from p. 42.) 


é. 


THE first 42 lines, being the “second council” of the gods 
are much marked in the margin. After 43 a line is drawn 
across the page and “‘“Epyeias &” is substituted for adrix’ 
éeO. Bentley then considered the second council to be an 
addition to the poem, supposing it to have involved this slight 
change in 44, 

ee eae ate SS 

3. Odxovde xabifavoy underlined. 

4. wtrwpiBpepérns. The last six letters underlined. 

5. eve underlined. | 

6. Space underlined. 

8—13. “8, 230.” 

8. ayavos kal. “te” inserted before Kai. 

10. aiovra. “an” ovda. 

14—17. “6. 557.” 

18—20. “6, 700, 1, 2.” 

26. “e, 144,” 

30,31. “a 86, 87.” 

34, « eixooT@. “Fer” 

35—37. “7, 279, 280.” 

38—40. “v, 136, 7, 8.” 

41,42. “e,114,115”—?7 i&éeuw. “re” 

44, “vide 6 625 et o 1. et 300. ¢ 360.” These passages 
are all instances of change of scene where a person is mentioned 
to mark the transition, Thus they defend his suggested 


. 
| 

| 
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“Eppetas 8’, for avrix’ érev@. The deciphering and explanation 
of this note are-due to Mr Aldis Wright and Dr Jackson. Also 
“a 97, 8, 9.” | 

53. muxwda. “muKva”—“ Hes. ruxva mrepd.” 

54. Bracketed. “tivés aberodow teste Eustathio. nec 
solet éppns sed épuetas.” For rodéecow “ rrodotow.” 

63. auditredpdvxer (sic Steph.) “ aude we” 

66. “Athen. 1x, Alexander Myndius apud Hom. ywpis 
Tov o Koes, et sic Aristotelem, Speusippum, Epicharmum, 
Metrodorum.” 

67. “Hes. thai te 0. €. wp.” (Oaracata épya. wéunrer). 

72. “giov”—“ Athen. ii,19. Ptolemaeus Euergetes, legebat 
aiov, non tov. Probante Eustathio. Ptolemaeus rex erat 
Aristarchi discipulus, Athen. ii in fine.” 

76. “yy” between wavta and éo. 

81. évdov. “ Foiwos” 

83. ‘“‘alij dpey@dv, ut opéyGeov, sed melius did Td & oxor. 
Apollonij ad 1, 275.” 

84. “H 234 depdéoxero, vide 158.” Does H 234 mean 
H & L 2, 3, 4? 

87. ‘Eppeta ypuooppats. “as mos Il. 16. 385” and “ Hes. 
Xpucoppatis.” ie. read “Eppyeias ypuvooppamis. Il. 16. 385 
must be quoted as parallel to what he thinks a corrupt 
vocative; he means then II. 18. 385, tiare, @éru Tavd7remre. 

90. ef ddvapar Teréoau ye Kal ef TeTENETMEVOY eoTiv. 

“ro dé Kal r 5 
Bese ae éoras. 
Kal pev 

96. uv érrecow. “Fe fet” 

97,98. Bracketed. “Hust. daov of maracol, bt evTErets 
ot Svo0 otiyot Kal Kata cvvOnKny Kai KaTa Sidvoiav. evioTncw 
nusquam alibi.” 

99. “Dio Chrys. Orat. 32 éuéy’.” There exist variants. 
Not in La Roche or Ludwich. 

100. & av é&wv. “dé rexov” and dé then altered to “ xe.” 

108—111. Bracketed. 

110. “ Hesye. amrép@itov.” 

114.  idéew.. “pe” 

117. dwvncacd érea. “caca Férea” 
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118. &Anpoves. “Il. w. 33”—* Eust. ypaderar cat Sydj- 

poves. Nota, nusquam Homerus {dos sed saepius dyAnwov 

sed habet dvafnrov.” | 

119. “Etym. M. in ’Arpeidnov.” 

122. “dpa rou aya” i.e. read Topp’ dpa For aydace. 

125, ‘laciwu éimdoxapos. “v Hv” 

135. dé épackov. “Fe pao” (dé Fe hackKor). 

153. nvdave. “rn” corrected to “ra” 

157. Bracketed, being absent from HL. 

158. “ Aepdéoxero H, 2, 3, 4.” Cf 84.—Sdaxpva reiBov. 
“ pvov el”, crossed out again. 

ATT. éyov aéxnti. “eywye fé”-KnT. “Li éywye aéxnte” 
meaning CL; see my introductory observations. 

182. ddutpds y’. “leg. dudpis y” 

206. et ye ev eideins. “et dé ye rer” 

207. davamdjoa. “an ubique avatAfoa. Hesye. non 
habet avamdjoat. vide Od. w, 205.” Mss of m 205 vary be- 
tween adrnGeis and avatvas. 

209. idséc0ar. “ix” 

220. idécOar. “ iké” 

230. “Etym. M. in Apy. Audi dé apy.” i.e. Etym. Mag. 
reads audi 5¢ apyvdeov for adrn S apytdeor. 

234. Saxe pév of. “dé Fou” 

255. omoato, opp. “Tt ap” (mouocar dp dp’) but this 
is then erased. Then “ Ay” (aroujoato y bpp’) and “& 68 
254” (roinoal’ 68 opp’). Why 254? 

256. “Hes. Otovivnas et Oicvivorcr,” 

257. émeyevato trAnv. “at dp b” (éreyevar dp An). 

261. thy ye katel(pvcev. “Thy KaTafeipucay.” 

262. amavta. “ réxacta.” 

266. Tov érepov Erepov 8 .. “Fé Fé” quibus deletis “ry 
post Tov. | 


.” 


év 6€ kal ja. “S hia 264,” 264 seems quoted for 
spondaic ending. 
273. “Hesyc. ’Apxtodpor, male.” 
281. ws dre pwdv. In margin “-vds” (fuvds), at top of 
page “ Hes. épuvdv, vépos. legebat 67° épivdv. vide Didymum.” 
At bottom “ Eust. Aristarch. épivov.” 
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287. ddvoq. “anos. 0, 267” quoted for audi with geni- 
tive. 

290. nus adnv. “Fra” which being erased “ ry’ ” is supplied 
after hye. 

296. “fo. Bopéns aiOpnyevétra péya, ut vedednyepéra, non 
TNS.” 
298. “lego, éyOncas & Fetmre mpoti Fov peyadntopa Oupor. 
vide 285”; but in margin “ dp’ éfecrrev éov,” and “ &pyn mpoti.” 

299. “Kust. ypadera kal wnyvota, Le. Ti yévouto punjyos.” 

302. “Eust. ypaderar cat ’Avatrnoew.” 

312. eluapto ddavar. “Fer Fa” 

333. “Eust. Text. Not. tov dreidev” (ie. Eust. has tov 
& eidev for rov 8€ dev). In margin “oyor. Pind. Ol. 2.” 
(8 efSev Schol. Pind. Ol. 11. 51. La Roche.) 

334. “Eust. “Apsototédns kal Xapaidéwy ovdnecoa i.e. 
érriryetos,’ for avdneroa. | 


BA 9? 


335. é&éupope. “e& &w 

337. “ Eust. ypageras totn, roth, moTnv. vide Hesych.” 

355. 8 dpa eime mpos dv. “ Sreimre mpoti reimev éov 376” 

356. pn Tis woe Udaivynow Sorov arXov Stephanus in text, 
with adre as variant in margin. “dAdos” Bentley, apparently 
a conjecture, though it has also Ms authority. 

362. macywv. “fo. réoowv.” 

365. oso. “6 ye 386” 

371. apd’ évi Sovpatt. “non él dovpatz, sed natabat.” 

KEANE ws. “nS Fas” 

378. “Dio Chrys. Orat. 64 « adr@o Kata vw. Eic. avOpo- 
mow.” Quoted for avOpwrroct against Paujceoor. Not in 
La Roche or Ludwich. “ gaijxeoor” in marg. 

379. oAma dvoccecOar. After ora he inserts “¥’.” 

385. “xdmata a&ev Plut. p. XXII.” 

392. “doride.” 

400. “Hes.”Ocaor rte x. B.” 

404, “ Hesye. ’Exumyail, of avemévoe téTrov. leg. avivepor.” 

407. dpa deleto “ retzrev trot rov” 

415. Ad@aKe wotl. “ampori” 

424. &wso. “6 ye 386” 
433. “Hesyc. corvAndeér, ddis, male.” 
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453. Exaprre. “ve Il. 7, 106.” (&xapve). 

464. “an dp’ &bn mpos édv” and “ retzrev éov” 

473. Onpecow Erwp. “ou re” 

475. “an Brpevar eis UXnv” for BA p’ iwer eis. 

478, “Plut. p. x11 et Hes. dsanou, dcan Temp. Imper- 
fecti.”—“ d2an. 7. 440.” 


479. ovdéror’. “ovrem £, 43.” 
484, “fo. 7 tTpets dvdpas ye rep.” for née tpeis dvdpas 
épuva au. 


486. ev iddv. “dé ruddy.” 
487. hvrAXN@V. “Tord.” 
493. “Plut. p. 38 duompayéos Kaparouo.” 


C. 


8. elaev 8 év Xyepin. “e & evi’ 

35. “leg. cou v. 60” for tov. “aor 39” 

60. “fo. cal S€ féouxe col avt@ evi mpdtovow é€dvTt, 
quibus deletis “al 87) coi re réouxe,” “Loi avT@ Sé Feo.” 

76. “Aristoph. yor. Acharn. p. 299 Myrnp & év Kiore 
ériBev pwevoetxéa daira’ da te ola éovar Suvotpepées Bacidijes : 
KLOTEL, KioTLY, KLoTEWS.” 

77. 8 olvov. “Sror” 

83. ai 8 duotov. “oi 89.” & écOjta. “See” The mules 
are masculine in 89 for Stephanus reads rovs there. 

89. tovs. “tds H omnes.” 


> 


95. “domtvecxe H omnes.” azromdvveoxe Steph. 
lll. cvEao’...rrv—aca. “Eovo’ Eovca 252.” 
115. odaipav érerta. “Eust. Avovucddmpos ypadet 


IlarXav ér. tavtov dv TH chaipa. vide Hesye.” 

121. “@eovdns, forte. Pewdys, ut AOnprwdys. sed ’Avtipar, 
"AvOpwros travtwv Onpiwv Oeardécratros; apud Etym. et 
Suidam in Gea. Et Eustath, Il. p. 286. Credo Antiphonem 
scripsisse ewdSéararos.” 

122. “forte*H vi pe x.” for ds ré pe. 

131. “leg. év 8€ foi Hrop Saleras ut Od. a 48.” Arop for 
dace. 

141. “Hes. =79 pf’ dvracyopuévn et Xyouévn.” 
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151. oe éyo ye. “leg. o” av éy.” in margin “o dp 

157. “Xevecovtwy vide Od. ¢ 256.” Quoted for a genitive 
following a dative, as here. 

160. toodroy iSov. “ Trotovde ridov” and under this “175” 
which seems to be a false reference. 

162, 3. “Sic Dion. téyvn p. 523.” 

179. ov etdupa. “To (2) Fee” 

183. oixov éyntov. “ Hierocles otk’ éy.” 

193. ov éréory’. “ov TE Féory’” 

avtiaaavta. “ocacbar” 

200. pn. “mov” 

201. otros. “ obtis” 

216. dvayov. “fo. Amrevyov | “Orpuvoy yn, 34” another 
false reference. 

226. “Hes, ‘Adds yvdov.” 

230. elovdéew. “eore” 

239. ou (Steph.). “we” 

262. srodos ériBnoopev. “Todews érruBelopmev’ 
latter word “ LLLH.” 


269. amo€vvovaw. “ Evove’ 


) 


; under the 


? 


275. @8 elmnot “as Felmrno.” 

280. 4 Tis of. “"H ri rou” 

296. dotv dé EXOwpev. “Faotu ded 304” and “7, 40” 

303. jpwos. “L fpw. Eust. Od. 6 323 Arkivd010 “Hpaws 
TLVES OU KANTLKH GAA yevixH ard “Hpwos.” 

311. tSnar. “tena y. 233.” 

313, 314. Bracketed. “313, 14, 15 H desunt et LL 312 
etc. venit post 315.” 

314. 7. i&éew. “rd” 

318. “L ed & érAjocovto Aristoph. cxyor. Acharn. p. 27 


> +) / 
ev 8 érXiocovto ad amemXi~ato.” 


1). 


te 


6. édvov écOnta te Exhepov. “7 dp” and “ Barnes dedit 
éXvovT éc 8.” 
ll. S&S ds. “Sra” 


“cs 2 


17. 7 éréecou. “Fe 
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64. Hesye. "Axoupor. ér pro Bad’.” ie. Hes. reads ér 
for Ban’ s.v. dkoupov’. 

76. Delet 7’ before (déeuv. 

89. apryvpeor dé arab uot 3 is changed to apydpeor oTadpuol 8. 
“ Barnes dedit =raOyol & dpyvpen.’ 

93. gvraccéuevar. “ Hesyc. purdooev.” 

100. “Etym. M. in ’ApBe@poior. evdunt@ éri Bound.” 

101. “Max. Tyr. Diss. 3. yepot dépovtes.” Not in La 
Roche or Ludwich. 

104. “Hesyc. Mydorra captor.” 

106. “ Hesyc.” Hpevar ofa ete.” 

107. “Etym. M. carpoocéwv. Et xatpocéwv.” “ karporcéwr, 
Hesych. Eustath. vide Hesyc.” 

118. “ézernovos, hic tattum.” In margin “ die ”-rncr0s. 

119. Zepupin. “Zempupin, ut dis, rdis; axvdos, 
axutgos. In margin “rd” 


126. “Hes. Umomepedsouet,” 

134, “ v ” after mavra. 

154. map mupi’ ot. “tol” 

187. ddp cio. ‘an ddpa réro.” In margin “ avdd.” 
191. xara érevta. “Kan éoetr” 


196. mpiv ye Tov js. “ens” deleto ye. 

197. “Eust. yp. cataxdwOnor Bapeia. ov xadds. In hac 
éxdoces versus sequens deerat. xataxdX@Oes nusquam alibi, nec 
Nycavto. Aica et potpa érévynce Nive.” 

198. “Il. v, 128. @, 210.” 

211. “Hesye. dyéovtas oifvv.” 

213. Bracketed. “H in marg. L deest.” 

217. éxédXevoev o, “oe reo” crossed out again. 

218. “Athen. lib. Xx. respdmevor, cal évuerrnaOhvat avo- 
yee. sed et 221.” 

222. dorpvverOe, “leg. otpiverOar.” “cba x, 425.” “Hyp. 
otpvvecOa.” The reading of « 425 however is also érpiveoOe. 

230. ody. “Sy” 


1 The é of Hesychius leaves no Qu. was there a reading rdv uev dxovpov 
verb in the sentence, but it does not & dvra BAN? 
look like a simple misreading of Bday’. 


r 
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232. dmexoopeov. “oyodr. Pind. olym. 13—érrexocpeor | 
Hesych. ut editum.” 

234. “214” and “ éyovra” for idodca. 

236. dwvncac érea. “caca rer” 

244. “Hesyc. “Oyuyin, et "Oyuyia, wérn pro ’Orvyuyin, 
peyann.” 

256. dé épacke. “OS Ewe hacke.” 

259. umedov ciara. “éumeda rer” “0, 275. r, 151” 
(AX 152: in both @uredov). “éuredov Eurreda, ut avadavddv 
avapaved, adupadov audada.” 

261. 82 dydoov. “ 82 dyddaTov.” 

267. émraxaisexa (sic Steph.) “émrra 8 cal déea” from 
mss. “Od. 178.” (¢ 278.) 

273. ovdé tt. “ovd ert.” 

280. é&ws érArOov. “or” after éws. 

289. dtoeto. “Acireto €, 321.”—“Eust. ddceto, "Apic- 
tapyos AeineTo.” 

326. admjvucay oixad’. “fo. aviyov Foixad.” In margin 
“ Gariryov Fou 324.” 

341. dtpvvoyv 8. “-vvovt’ 0, 31.” 


0. 


15. Kat Oupov éxadotov. “ Oupov te Fe” 

22,23. Bracketed. “H a@ere? Znvddoros. od yap modXovs 
éréXecev év hatakia, adn’ édicKxevoev povov.” 

27. elmo. “adda.” 

28. ovK old. “ov Fotd ” 

34. “fo. "ANAd péAawvay via Fe” -ptocopev. “52” 

37. “ev wavtes: ergo male supra cvutavta pro ev mdvTa. 
Quaere locum.” 6 494? but there is no note there. 

45. “répmew” for teprvyv. “Eust. Not. teparviy dn ot 
Oupds. Teprrviv yp. Kat Téptresv.”—“ Od. a, 247.” (a 347.) 

55. év votiw. “H évvodio, Aptotod. sic Hesych.” 

57. “Hesych. Acdwooa, tis AvARs Ta Telyea. pro Ai@ov- 


58. Bracketed from mss. 
64. pév. 
Journal of Philology. vou. xxt. 15 
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74, “forte Oium, ut Hrextpdov etc.” He means "Heriov; 4 


see Z 396; the point to be illustrated is the nominative resum- 
- ing an oblique case. 

76. “Hesych. Aais—"HdOev Sé Sais Odrera tpecBiorn 
Gedy. vulgo Odea.” 

79—82. Bracketed. “H. év éviaus rais éxddceow ovK 
épépovto’ S10 aberovvtat.” 3 

91. tépmovt éréeoow. “To FeTT’ 

98. Sacros cexopyuc0a Oupor eions. “H obtws Apiorapyos. 
of dé GAXox, Oupov x. Sattos élons. (nota Aa Ov.)” 

99. “Od. p, 271.” “Athen. xIv goppiyyos @ fv Sacti 
Geol roincay éraipnv.” Athen. x1v 627 (La Roche ad p 271). 

108. “Hesyc. Oavuavéovtes. corr.” 

124. ovpov. “Fod” crossed out again. 

125. XAaovs. “fo. dddous.” 

126. “Eust. Apicrapyos hic ut in Iliade raXampoovrns.” 


> 


129. mpodepéctatos (Steph.) “H wavurépratos,” which 


Bentley at first wrote in the margin, then deleted this and sub- 
stituted “ord déptatos.” “Eust. Not. HL word dépraros. 
mTavuTepTaTn v, 25 est extrema, ultima.” 

133. épopeba ei tw’. “eoO” (epopec6’). 

136. ovdé te HBns. “Fn,” quo deleto “roc” for te. 

141. Bracketed. “H otre "Aplotapy. “Apiotop. Znvosd. 
oldace TovTOV TOV aTixoV.” 

143. mais. “dis.” 


146. Bracketed. “lego Ei twa mov dSédads ce: Féouxe : 


rlouev aéOrous.” Sédads oe then deleted and ye.written over 
oe, which appears to have been a slip of the pen; the subse- 
quent erasure of 5é5aas must be also accidental. 

151. te xatelpyotar. “Kata fei” 

163. “Aristoph. cyor. Nub. p. 995 émicxoros. Hesych. 
utrumque.” émioxorros Steph. v. 1. ériatpodos. Schol. Nubes 
623 (La Roche). 

164. “Hesye. "AdXrantaidv, wyarnrov pro “Apraréav, ap- 
maxticov. vide ‘Apranéws.” (dapraréws dpraxtixnds Hes.) 

169. 7° eidos. “ret” “Lucian. épwres—eldds tis ax”- 
vovoTeEpos. 





a 
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170. popdnv erect. “fo. wopdy reTéwy X, 366 Athenaeus 
XV, p. 674 ’AAAM Beds popdyv erect oréper.” A 367. The 
quotation by Athenaeus is not given by La Roche or Ludwich. 

211. “éo” crossed out again. 

215. “Hv” (roid HvEoov for oida évEoor). 

216. “leg. IIpaéros 8 dvdpa Baro’ adv. EKustath. legit 
IIpaéros dv dvdpa.” To avoid hiatus after BdXouwe: in margin 
he secures this by inserting “+y’.” 

240, “Tl. &, 92.” “Vid. émiorain.” 

251. daicate @s. “T Oras” (raical bras). 

259. ékaora. “ arava.” 

260. “Hes. Aeinvav.” 

263. ftoravro. “fu” deletum. 

267. “Etym. M. in Adpod.—dpew. vide et in “Apew ab 
"Apews.” (Etym. M. 179 and 138.) 

274. “Hes. comre dé Seopovs.” 

280. tran. “ray” deletum. 

283. eloar. “re” 

és Ajuvov. “mpos 287, 294, 303.” 

296. “Hesyc. Karérapzrov, male.” 

299. “guxrd Barnes male deveta et medevypévos. Sic a 
TEVYW, TUKTOS, eb TeTUYpEVOS.” 

307. He prefers “Fépy’ ayéXacta” to épya yéAacta;: 
“ Kust. yp. py’ ayéXaora.” 

315. odds ér gorma. “odwe reo” 

318. amoddauw éedva. “daar Fe” 

324. éxaoTn. “damdadcat.” 

326. yédws. “tyéXos.” 

332. “Athenaeus XII p. 511 réyvy. To Kal Swdypr. Vide 
Il. yy. 547. Vide hic Casaub.” In VY 547 is the same variation 
between 7 and To. 

343. yédXws. “os” 

344. yédAws. “os” 

352. éyw ce déoup. “ao evOvvoyw.” “H apiotapy. Iles 
av o evOvvouuw.’ This however is the explanation, not the 
reading, of Aristarchus. 

382. “Etym. M. in Apio. apidetxete avdpar.” 

392, of &xaotos. “pa rex” 

15—2 
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394. “LH dodréa.” “yp. doddréa. Barnes. Recte ut Od. — 
£ 432 dodndéa vel ibi legendum aodrées.” 

396. avrov. “Tos” 

408. “Plutarch. de Dogm. Plat. ef wép ru XéXextar” for 
BéBaxrar. Plut. Qu. Plat. 1010 (Ludwich). 

410. droyov 7 iSéew. “re pidety”—“ yov ridéew.” 

429. “Nusquam alibi fuvos. forte ofuov, odov, unde olun, 
@57. Olpos, ofun idem; ut aivos, alvn, 1600s, 106}, xoXos, 
xorn, Bioros, Buory, @v1) advos, Tun) Tipwos.”—* vel dowid@vTos” 
but this is deleted. “ dowSod ofpov.” 

442. dwvncac’ érea. “caca Fer” 

450. domaciws. “ovos” 

452. érredn. “era” 

459. "Odvorja év. “on eiv.” 

460. gwvncac’ érea. “caca Fe” 

466. iSéc0a. “leg. ixéoOar y. 233.” In margin “ ixéoOar 
opac bar” 

468. “Hesyc. Buoooao et EBidcao.” 

483. Hpwi (sic Steph.) “po” 

488. crais. “ais” 

489. dyaév underlined. 

490. dyacot underlined. 

506. odiow Hvdave. “oe Fnv’ 
to “Fav” 

524. 5 Te Ens. “ror” for re. 

525. “H Kadndiotpatos nal dpecot. ws TO apuvéwevar 


9) 


? 


corrected in different ink 


WpEToe. 

526. domalpovt’ éowotdoa. “Ta FL” 

547. dvépi bs. “ry” inserted. 

560. éduas. “eas” 

571. ein. “éan”—“Didym. eff dvri éacese.” 

578. ’Apyeiwv, Savadv (so Steph. with comma), “7” 
inserted after davadp. 

no “Idiov. “ide Fe” 
580. tva jou “ty enor.” 
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be 


6. “Eratosthenes sic legit, éyn xaxotntos arovons. Athen. 
1, 14 sed 11, 4 citat card Sjuov adrravta. et item lib. 5. et 12.” 
Athenaeus I 16, 11 40, v 192, x11 513. (Ludwich.) 

27. ovr. “ToL” 

28. Hs. “THs Le. TavTHs.” 

30. Bracketed. “H in marg. LL deest.” 

34, Hs. ‘eis —“ Hesyc. habet in “Hs.” 

42. Kiotalons. “Kie Fions Kioe alons Od. v. 138” 

52. népior. “Fecapevn” from H. 

56. aé&ero. “era” 

60. & ad’ éxdorns. “8é rex’ 

65. “Hesy. Tpets Exacrov aioas.” For é&xacrov “dmavtas.” 

72. KxatTOewev (sic Steph.) “Hesych. cabeuev ut xabecar 
toria, Hym. in Ap. 503.” 

73. “Eust. "Apiotapyos, mpoepéooapev. vide N, 79. 0, 
496. Il a. 435.” (v 279, o 497.) 

77. NevK’ épvoavtes. “pw, 402” 

88. mpolnv. “tev x, 100”—* LL rpotey.” 

93. “Hesyc. Awtds” 

108. “Hesyc. male, ’Apdwars ” 

115. “Strabo 592 76° adoyouv et Aristot. Eth. x, 9 sed 
Arist. Polit. 1, 1 et Plat. Leg. 3, addoywv.” 

116. Adayea. “ éXayeva.” 

122. “fo. od8 dpa tot woipvyot KaticyeTa.” 

127. reréovev Exacta. “éwor Fé” or “ arravta.” 

133. “fo. domerot” for dpOrtor. But he has written appa- 
rently 153 by mistake for 133, nor is dozerou quite certain. 

134, “Hesych. in Ade’, Mada Kev” 

138. vavréwy. “alibi vavtdawy, et sic semper a verbo—rys. 


? 


Buxtawv aiypntawv bBpictawr, ixerdwy.” In margin he has 
“_xev avte” for eicoxe vavtéwv from MSS. 
139. “Hes. Ajras, dveuos.” To be corrected to ’Antau. 
140. “Hesyc. cpdros Avpévos. leg. Kparos” 
143. “aapovdaive rudé 145” 
148. eicidouev. “ expe” 
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159. és dé éxaotny. “tov Se rexacTn.” 

160. “dé forte dv’” and “550 8v’,” i.e. 80’ corresponds 
better with 550 where one ram is given to Odysseus. 

166. “fo. éké\capyev vid. Hesych.” Deleted. éxércaper, 
e@ppicauev Hesych. 

182. “orréos cidouer. fo. ebpowev 217” 

199, “Eust. apiorapyos madi. oxor. madi ’Apiotapy. 
kal Apiotod.” (matol Steph. in margin yp. mavdi.): 

200. @Ke. “Folxer.” 

209. datos ava eixoor. After bdaTos “8” “ava rer” and 
afterwards “ dav’ éei” 

210. “Plut. p. xv. fo. 78/e7n vel -orov. Athen. lib. XI 
ut ed. an ddu2 Fndeia & awd” In margin “dp” after 7deia. 
Plutarch 117, 45 =11 57 (La Roche). Athen. x1 465. 

212. dé xal jia. (sic Steph.) “8 qua.” 

215. “ap” after eidora. 

A Hes IIpoyovor et “Epoau” 

222. “oxonr. Apollon. I” G 1143). 

224. Alocovt éréecar. “TO Fé” 

231. “&28” referred to for €Ovcapev (Steph. text.) against 
évetvapev (Steph. marg.) “Recte €Ovcauev (ut Eust. Text Not.) 
unde «cai avrol praeter Ouciar.” 

233. €ws émmrOe. “elws nrAOe Ews 68” (Ews 58’ erHrOe). 

240. “313, 314, 340 ériOe.” 

241. elxoo. “rei” — éet” 

242. tetpdxuKro.. “Teccapa” 

245. “Etym. M. daréuBpvovr.” 

246. “Hesyc. Aevxoio yan.” 

251. elowdev. “éope” 

258. puv érecow. “Fe rer” 

269. ixérar. “pe” 

272. “Ouye. forte wv0d. Od. uw. 278” postea deletum. 

274. aréacbar. “aideic@ar,” quo deleto “ ikuer@ar.” 

279. arrd por el’. “ dye Fetp’” 

282. Sorlos éréeoot. “ovoe fer” 

311. 8 dye 8 aire. & & underlined; “344” 

320. éxrapev. “ éxoracev”—“ Eust. of dxpiBéorepor yp. 
exo ace. 
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321. dupes eioxopev. “pe Fel,” quo deleto “ reic” (sic). 

339. HT “% ToL” 

340. éréOnKne. “ érider” 

344. 8 Syed atte. §& & underlined; “311” 

348. ddp’ eldns. “pa pid” 

360. as épat’’ avtdp of aitis éyd mopov. In margin 
“gar arap,” at top of page “ Leg. avtap ros adtis Tmopov.” éyo 
nas three dots under it and is marked for deletion. 

363. pu reco. “ rerréecou”—“ Fre re” 

372. “Hes. "Avrodoyudéoas, wXaTUs, pro TAaYLOS.” 

379. aacOa. “leg. dyec@a” for which Mss are quoted 
at foot of page. “ Hesyc.”AWacat, avagpOnoecbai— Awrec Oar 
XAwpos tep édy,” the a and ¢ of dacGa and deoPas being 
underlined. | 

395. 8 taye. “Spe” 

397. é&épvo’. “Exe” 

400. @xeov. “ Folk” 

419, pw mrmer. “Fen” 

429. “Hes. Suvtpels aivu” 

438, éEéoovto. “oovat’” 

445, “Hesyc. Aaxyu@ orew.”—* Kust. “Hpwdiavis Nayve. 
Etymol. }érevxos Aayve.” 

452. 9 dvaxtos. “Fa” 

454. pévas vive. “va Foi” 

455. “ddeOpov Eust. "Eypny eizreiv ‘OdXéOpov, ut aéOdrov 
med. sed moipav, dupe.” tTepuypévos déOr\ov, a 18. poipav 
mepuypevov, Z 488, medpvypévov dupe, V 219. 

459, «ad 5é éuov «np (sic Steph.) “xadde weov | ead8 éudv 
HTOp.” 

468. vedov éxaocto. “vedoa FeK’ 

482. vews. “veds” 

483. “Hesyc. "Edetnoev—iyioev, pro rryyicev.” 

485. ap. “Leg. dp.” 

497. dkxovoe. “axovon.” 

504. mronduropOov €Earkadaa. “Oov a é&” 


? 


512. “Il. Z, 411”—* apwepdéonecOar v, 7” (for auaptnee- 
aa) postea deletum. v, 7 is unintelligible to me, and I am 
not sure that I have read it aright. Mr Aldis Wright thinks 
€utoyéoxKovTo (vu, 7) is referred to, to support auepdéoxer Oar. 
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516. op@arpod adrawcev. “ddOaduav pév duepoe.” This 
can hardly be meant for a correction, rather as a quotation 
pointing to of@arpod pév duepoer if anything. See 0 64, 


4 


530. mrodtropO.ov oikad’. “ Oov roi” ex MS. 

531. Bracketed. “<C> LHLL deest.” 

582. 1° idéev. “ge” 

536. xvavoyairns. “leg. yatra.” 

539. vews. “veos” 
— 542. Cdwooe Sé yépoov ixéoOar. “fo. kip’ aBéwwoe. v. 486 
Hesyc. Qéuace et E@éuwee. corr. | fo. vigor ix.'” 

549. «ioc aions. “ie rlons. Kiou alons.” 

553. “éxna rectum, non éxyov.” (éxnov Steph. in marg.) 

éumrateto ipav. “fe” quo deleto “7 ap i—” 


K. 


8. “axoiris cas. ac. plur. ut jis.” axolras Steph. 

31. “6, 793” for érndvGe against danrube. 

35. olxad’ ayecOa. “fo. evtos ayerOar, évdov, évd00..”— 
“Tl. vy. 404 an évtos, évOad’ ?” 

36. Adorov. “ aiododuv.” 

39. avOporrots btewv. “rrovow II. 0, 664, et 493.” (O 491, 
For scansion of étewy as a dissyllable.) 

41. ave ounv. “Fo” (Founv), quo deleto, “avd rou” (ad Fou 
ony). 

44, Odocov idopeBa. “dedTe ruddperO’.” 

48. air underlined. 

60. Addrov. “aidrods,” sub quo “ dfi0”-Aov.—“ H. 6 ori- 
xos ahnkwons.” 

68. Toici re Urvos. “leg. roiadect O Umvos. vel roiciv & 
268.” vel rotcw @ deletum. 268 is to defend rolodect. 

75. pp’ érel dpa Oeoiow. “"“Epp’ érrecn pa Oe” at top of 
page: in margin “a@avarovow” from HL, and “ézrevn pa” again. 

84, duimvos avip. “EKust. ad Il. « pag 650 citat doxvos 
avnp.” 

1 I suppose Bentley to have meant opposite d0éuwoe, ‘drove the ship far 

that if @éuwoe in 486 means 7yyoev fromshore.” The same sense is given 


(as Hesych, explains it)—brought the by the other change of xépcov to vijcor, 
ship near to shore—here we want the 
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87. “Hesyc. Aiuéva krvTdv—alij Aupév’ aKrvTOv.” 

90. dpain. “Fa” 

91. savtes. ‘‘Bavres” ex MSS. 

97. “ Hesyc. Tlavradoecoav—'Eornp 6 ete.” 

113. “Hesye. cata & éotuyev, éwionoev, pro ov, cav.” 

124, “weipovtes vi Hesyc. oxoro We.” Hust. yp. elpovtes 
Le. cuveipovtes. yp. tx0ds 8 acmaipovtas Didym. yp. orai- 
povtas et hépovto.” 

hépovto. “mévovto pw 254, 5.” The reference to wu 
is for domaipovtas. 

127. veds. “ veds.” 

138. Etym. M. éyyéyarov. in éyy.” 

149. éeicato. “Fel” 

162. aytixpv. “Kpds” 

169. “Hesyce. Kataropaddia”—“ Kust.. rr€iw avtiypador, 
KaTaropadeta.” 

172. veds. “ veds.” 

178. éwois. “ weois.” 

190. 7 tdmev. “ ridpev.” 

194, eidov. “Fret” 

204. piOweov. “ wey” 

208. elxoo’. “rei,” quo deleto “ dei” 

209. yoowvtas. “ofw” 

220. “310” 

225. “@” after «ndvoTos. 

, L post 225 6 odw eidpovewy aryopnoaro Kal peTé- 
evTrev. 

239. Séuas. “tpixas.’—‘<C> LLLH Dio Chrys. Orat. 
33, Tplyas Te, Kal Séuas.” Dio is not quoted by La Roche or 
Ludwich. 

240. tpixyas. “ déuas.”—“ Eust. Text. d€uas xal tpiyas. 
Not. tpixas wal déwas.” 

241. rotor dé Kipxn. “An ddxe dé Kipxn.” 

242. Bracketed. “H. ’Apiorapyos ov« oide tov otixor. 
KadXiotpatos 8 avr avtov, Lavtos pe trAns érider pedrundéa 
xaptov.” See Ludwich on this and preceding line. 

244, ai’ underlined. 

247. BeBornpévos. “BAN” 
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249. 


Didym. 


253. 
265. 
268. 
271. 
320. 
323. 


ae 
. 
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“Hesych. dyaféueOa, mreovafouer. leg. émrA—. 
ayato” 

Bracketed. “<C> LHLL deest.” 

Bracketed. “deest HLL.” 

“H ’Apicrapyos o@y avti tod Xdéov.” 

“ Hes. Eviyop, év TO yope. leg. Evi yopo—xadpo.” 

NéEo ETaipwv. “réEo 0” 

idxovea omédpape. At top of page “iayouo’ imo 


« e -¢ 999 


T édpaue,” in margin “ w var 


329. 
337. 
343. 
352. 
373. 
378. 


“ Hesy. axndutov, pro axndntov.” 

Kern. “Kéreat. 8, 812.” 

Gea. “Oedv 299.” 

“Etym. M. in Ba\Xw—8o pots eve,” for Opovors. 

éuo 8 ovx Hvdave Oup@. “éwol Il. a, 24 ob pav” 
&feat icos. “ Ficos 337.” 337 quoted for contraction 


of xéXeas to defend contraction here of &feau. . 


385. 
408. 
404. 
Kal KTN. 
405. 
409. 


“H ’Apiotap. \voac@ (ergo alij Ndcai 6’).” 

TapTpwtov épvacate. “Ta repiacacl” 

KTHnpata © év omnecot. “H éy tics, xt. 5€ omnecct. 
évi or.” —“ 424” 

Py iv’. rae, dnp. ” 


“post 409 in marg. "Acmacuos & dp avrois épavny 


KakoTnTos advéas.” Reading of C. “L deest.” 


410. 


MSS. 


417, 
423. 
425. 
428, 
456. 
458. 
465. 
470. 
493. 
497, 


Oupos. 


499. 
500. 


méptues (sic Steph.) “fo. mporzes,” then “mépues” ex 


iva te Ttpagdev. “H iva rérpadev. II. yr 348.” 
Tapmpwtov épiccouev. “Ta Fe” 

oTpuverOe, “verOar n, 222.” 

éwots. “ weois.” 

Bracketed. “<C> HL deest.” 

adyea ityOvoervtt. “an adye auryPaddevte.” 

“Hust. “Aplotapyos mémacGe, i.e. Kéxtnae.” 

Bracketed. ¢ 

“leg. Mavrlope adaod vel randaod. 

“§ 540” for ovdé vu pou «hp (CL) against oddé ru 
(Steph.) 

te KopéoOnv. “tT é« 8 542.” (6 541.) 


\ 4 / «ce / ” “ / ” 
Kal TOTE On pv Errecoy, “Fe FéeTETTL —“ FeTTéeT OL 


a») 
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501. yap. “7 ap Il. a, 8.” 

502. & underlined. 

509. “Hes. “AXcea, ubi Aywévwy pro ANecu@ver.” 
Te Naxera. “T éMaxeca—Eust. yp. 7 éXayeva.” 

520. “ Hes, radvvas— Emi & ete.” 

521. “Hesyc. ’Apeévnva etc.” 

525. hperéporowv. (sic Steph.) mu underlined. 

539. “Hes. &s xév Tou in @s.” 

555. . “Hes. wuyeos ip.” 

559. xatavtixpv. Last three letters underlined. 

572. “L xaréOnxev vide X, 4.” 


Xr. 


2. wdaumpwrov épiccapev. “Ta Fe’ 

6. vews. “veds” 

14. “Etym. M. alij ceupepior, alij yespepiwr, alij xepBe- 
piwv. Vide et Hesych. tuvés rap’ ‘Ounp@ xepBepiwv ypadovot. 
oxyon. ad Batrach. Aristoph. p. 157 Eust. yp. yeupepiov. 
Kpatns KepBepiwv. Hesyc. KepBépsos, et Keppépsor. Aristoph. 
Ranis e¢s KepBepious.” 7 

16. “ ériAduretat act. Strabo p. 5. sed p. 244 érrudépxerau.” 

25. dpv&a dcov te. “dpv& bacov Te” 

38—43. Bracketed. “Eust. ra é& én aderodow ot ta- 
Navol.” 

61. Bracketed originally, but the brackets being deleted 
“tarvos” is suggested for ofvos. Umvos Stob. Anth. 1 49, 53 
(Ludwich), but Bentley’s appears to be a conjecture. 

64. avtixpv. “Kpvds” 

86. ets "Tduov. “ és Fi” 

91. “Hesye. ypvccov oxy” 

94, “Hesych. ’Azrdyacov” corrupted from aroyaleo. 

99. pw éréeoou. “me rémecou.” 

113. Kat érapows. “cots 0” érapors. 

115. év. “évi” 

116. ‘“oyonr. Pind. Olym. 8 carédovow avti tod Katedodv- 
Tat. ovdéTwM yap Tapnoav of pynotipes, OTe eohayiafey o 


OdvaaeEUS.” 


199 


122. ov«icactr. “ov Fi 
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127. “Hesyc. ddAos 06. adAdddvAOs.” 

134. “é& ddos. &w; gq? Ulyssi gratum, ob pericula a mari.” 
—“lLucianus in "Epartes. of épérar td oxados éEadov és yqv 
avacrracavtes. —“ Hesyc. é& ados, a THs OaXacons.” 

142. ‘ovdé rov. ovd éov.” 

144. “leg. advyvoin rotov. sic 6. 250. &, 218.”— eizre, avak, 
Ommws KE pw’ avaryvoin tov édvta.” Steph. has pw’ avaryvoin. 
(E 118.) 

146. toe émros. “tye rer” 

147. Kev éas. “K édas.” 

157—159. Bracketed. “oi tpets aOerodvtas Didym. Certe 
debuit ixéo@as dicere, non opdc@au.”’ opacOar however is in 
156. 

158. “Plutarch de Orbe Lunae p. 1729; "AAAd od Tov 
"Apiotapxov ayarav aei Kal Oavpalov, ovK axovers Kparnros 
avaywookwr (leg. veaKovTos) 


"‘Oxeavos & boTep yeveots TavTEecou TéTUKTAL 
"Avipacw dé Oeois, mreiotny él yaiav inow.” 


162. ov& cides. 7) peides.” 

WE ee) Le pais Aptoropdvns Ods.” 

186. Gs éréoixe. “ds TE FéowKe.” 

190. Swaes “yy” evi. 

194, “Etym. M. xexrcpévor, alij xexXapévwv pro Kexrac- 
pévov Vide soos hi KeKNapevor.” 

200. ov “avd.” 

207. oxun elkedov. “ FiKeNov cK.” 

213. 1 Ti pos eldwrov. “7% woe Fecd vel né Te Feid” 

235. “Eustath. in textu mp@rov, in notis rpa@rnv.” 

238. “Strabo p. 356 Alij dicunt ’"Evoyjos de Thessaliae 
fluvio, de hoe Elidis ’Evemrijos.” 

241. dpa eicapevos. “Feu (ap éer)” 

249. téxva érei. The a deleted (réxv’ ézrei). 

256. “laodKo. “aro” 

264. ov pév. “ov pv Pausan. Boeot.” 

271. Kxadjnv’Emixactrny. “Hes. xadnv 7 etc.” 

273. “Pausan. Boeot. viet 6 & dv,” in margin “Fe vi’. o dé 
Fov.” | 
3 
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274. “Hesyce. "Avaravora et ’Avdrvota.” 

275. macyov. “mécowv” postea deletum. 

276. jvacce. “éray” 

279. “Hesy. 6 dyei oxo.” 

280. “Hes. Mntpés épuvvves.” 

282. “Sic Dion. réyvn p. 523” 

pupla eva. “0 éedva.” 

284. Muvunio ids. “Muevveio ride. Tl. B, 511.” 

287. IInpd. “ Etym. M. in éreyeds, vocat eam Iecpo.” 

296. “Hesiod ’Aom. v. 54 Avtap “Idikrja ye Sopvocdm 
"Aphitpvav. lego Avtap Fidixrja Sop.” 

297. wavr eirovra. “Fou Felim” 

304. AErAdyyaow toa. “rédNoyyar Fe’ 

305. dé wer’ “Idipédecav. “peta Fip”—“ 600” (now 601) 
— Aude” pédecav “H dudipéd.” 

306. elovdov. “”Eore” 

312. évvedpyviot. “Aecolismo: évvopdyutoe ut Sappho.” 

325. Bracketed. “Spurius. semper alias Acévucos cum w 
magno.” “Etym. M. dévvcos, semper apud Homerum per @, 
sic Herodianus. oayod. Apollon. 3, 996. dre dé ovdé Hyaryev 
(apsadynv) eis dOnvas, TeXcuTHTat 66 KaTareLPOeicar br Oncéws, 
5unpos paptupe—gaidpav tre—Kovpnv—hy rote Onaeds Uypwas 
ovo amovnto. “Hesyc. Maprupinas, BovAncect.” 

327. dirouv avdpos. “forte mpd Fod avdpos.” 

337. Te Woe. “7 06.” 

340. “Hesyc. Koroveras, éXattodrau. Te Te,” i.e. leg. in 
Hes. xonXovere, éXaTrovre. 

359. mreotépn ody yeipt. “ow xepot.—“H ’Apiotod. 
TI\ecorépnow yepot.”—“ Hes. Trecorépn adv xeupi.” 


? 


363. Oo wey ov Tia éloxomev. “oe pev OvTL Fel, TO WEY OV 
oer 

364, qoAdXovs. “roAAad 5385” (now 536). “L modva.” 

Ny ae AB 6S oe 

371. of ror dw’ avtod. “fo. of Té Tot avT@.” 

386. dyv) Tlepoeddvera. “aivn, ut érrawwzys.” v. |. pro 
ayvyj in marg. Steph. Bentley also refers to Eustathius for it. 

399—403. Bracketed, “H of wrévte abetobytat b7r0 apo. 


&c ” 
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407. Bracketed. “L deest.” 9 

421. ixovea dra. “an Heovoas, ut dropipao” (418). 
“*xovoa dra ll. 0. 96.” O 96 seems quoted for middle axov- 
ceat, but that is future. Bentley first suggested “dé sa, 
which is then deleted. 

432. Auvyp’ eidvia. “ypa Fe’ 

439. éovte. “fo. dovte.” 

442. pnd of. “My for”—“ drou” 

450. Oyrerar. “eat 555” (now 556). 

A774. pnoeas Epyov. “oaao rép” 

483. paxdptatos. “Tepos” 

484. ériouev ica. “ étiov fica. x. 370.” 

485. péya. “peta” 

489. éapoupos. “Etym. in ’Ezap. alij xe mapoupos, sed 
BéAtwov érrapoupos.” 

490. “Hesych. axdr\npe, éyav tu etc. leg. éyovrs.” 

521. Knrevot xteivovro. “fo. "Hideot xr. vel Xnree vel 
potius Kyédeor. vide Eust. et Hesych.”—“o, 247,” this for 
yuvaiwr eiveca Sdpov. 

522. “ye ridov” ie. Kelvov KadAdoTOY ye Fidov for Ketvov 
5 x. Sov. 67) is marked underneath for deletion. 

526. “H ’Apior.”"Ev@ addXou ravtes kata Aovpeov trmov 
"Ayavol.” 7 

530. pe. “por”—ixérevev. “éxédevev érrérennev.” 

539. goita. “"“OQuyero” “H doita wyero.”—“ Eust. yp. 
kata opodedov. yp. Kal omrodedov.” 

542. «nde éxacrn. “fo. enpa rex” —“ damaoat.” 

550. “ drépya” 

561. wy émos. “fo. Wa mos.’—“‘dra p, 185 Il. y. 221. 
r, 187.” ora for érros. 

562. Kal dynvopa Ovpor. “Plutarch, Sympos. 9, 5—«al 
atetpéa Oupov.” 

569. vexveoow (Steph.). “véxvoow. Strabo 150.” 

580. “réAnvoce”—“ Hes. Hrxnoe. sed rectum efrAcvode. 
Hom. édxvodeicas te Oiyarpas.” The word rectum defied me, 
but has yielded at length to Mr Aldis Wright and Dr Jackson. 
Bentley apparently wrote 7/AKnoe, not HrAK. 

582. “eorer” -dov. 


a eer 
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586. “avaBpoyév Hesych.” 


587. “Hes. carafévacke et AveEnvackerto et Katefnrvacke.” 

592. “Sic Od. 0, 374 piatacke troti védea oxtoevta.” 

593. eiceidov. “eore”—“Pindari cyor. p. 13 “Opnpos 
Tdvrarov érépws btroTiOnot Timwpetcbar. éotacr év Aipvn— 
mucey 8 ovK elyev EXéoOar Kai Ta EES TAHV Ef pn KaTa ’Apic- 
tapxov voba éoti Ta én TadTa.” 

594. “Hesyc. pacrafew, abeiv: sic purtalew, paroratery.” 
In margin “ pas” for Bacrafovra. 

595. “Hes. Xxnpimrrauevos.” I find only oxnpumropevos 
and -ovpevos in Hesychius. 

602—4. Bracketed. “Versus nothi. vide Il. 0, 365. Nus- 
quam Herculis mentio in #edyv wayn. nusquam de Hebe, ut 
ejus uxore. Ipse aicuddepyos etc. Nusquam alibi ypucomédunos. 
Lucianus Dial. Diog. et Herculis agnoscit hos versus.” 

602.  “ reiSwrov yy’ ”—“ Plut. p. XXvV.” 

608. éouads. “lege aiel Baréovts édxer. Patet ex L Ms*. 
—“LH édxeu.” 

614. “yy” inserted; whether before or after é7 uncertain. 
“Tey tH yn. Vel lege ren, TH 9. vel Tain, rH x7.” See 
Hesychius. 


640. “Eust. ra madara tov avtvypadar, cipecin SotiKy.” 


b 


22. “Hes, in”"Ore—AuoOavees ete.” 

36. pw eréeoou. “pe rer” 

45. “Hesyc. 0iv,—ootpedduv.” 

51. qmeipar. “an pap?” 

54, évi. “&re 164,” 

64. “fo. apaipettai tiva TéTpn.” 

70. mdov pérovca. “EKust. yp. dacimedodca, a Phaside 
fluvio.” 

71. Barev. “ Badov.” 

77. “forte, ovS amoBain, vel ovdé xaBain. Aecol. Hesych. 
KaBact, xataBnOt, Adkwves et KxaBr€éer, Katatrive. et Hom. 
Il. §, 164 «axrave.”—“1}” for ov.—“ Eust. yp. odd’ ériBain, q° 
yeXotov.” 
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78. “réry éel”-Koor. 

81. jrep dv. “yi ep.” 

82. mapa. “mapos Il. p, 33.” 

84. “Hesyc. adwpor et ’Aovpous.” 

94. éElcye. “&E ioyer” from margin of Stephanus and 
Eustathius. 

100. vews. ‘“veos.” 

105. “Hesye. *“AvapouBSet.”—“ tpis. imo Sis, raya THs 
ypadns Sinwaptnuévns. Strabo. p. 4. et 25 rpis, ypadixor 
dpaptnua pro dis sed pag. 43 tpls ad augendum terrorem. 
Ovid Pont. Iv. 10. Charybdin, Ter licet epotum ter vomat illa 
fretum.” 

111. adpevBopevos. “arufopevos” ex L. 

117. Ocotow breiEeas. “ots vrroret” 

124—6. Bracketed. “H a@erodvra: ¥.” 

180. & ékaora. “Fé” 

147. Bracketed. “L deest H.” 

148. veds. “veds.” 

154, olous. “olw.” 

162. epar’. Last three letters underlined; see above 
on 51. 

197, 8. ov8 é7 érera DOoyyfs cerpnywv jeovopev. “f. 
éreit nv 0. cerpnvouv axovéuev. non enim nKovoper, sed 
Ulixes solus.” 

219. “Hes. Néeprye, mete, yopife.” i.e. leg. depye in Hes. | 

222. éwois. “ peois.” 

231. woe underlined. 

236. dveppoiBdnoe. “fo. avappotBdobca.” | 

237. “Quaere an éxrewéoere ? éuad, uomo.” | 

238. “Hesyc. avawopy.—averaparrev pro avéBpartev.” 

242. “Hesyc. "EBeSpnxer.” 

250. ayvipevor. “an ayvupevor.” 

252. Katd. “Kato.” 

254. domaipovta § éreta. “fo. aomalpovtas.” 

255. ori. “port.” 

258. éyois. “ peois.” 

267. pavtios. “todev.” 

281. “pa”-Snxdras. “Hesych. Adrjxopes. lege adnxéres.” 
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288. On. “Ono” 

290. “an Oedyv avaxtwr, id est Siooxovpwv. an avaxtwr, 
ut kdmns avaké. vel Oonv.” (vna—Oonv).— Bowv” for Pedv.— 
“H Znvodotos, pirwv dex. éTaipwv.” 

317. eicepvoarvtes. “ éore” 

329. é&ébOito hia. “leg. Hi eFépOit0.”—“ éEéPOiOev >. 
331. vel, propius, é€e@iar’ Il. a, 251.” 

335. jrvéa éraipous. “an AvEa fexdoTous. an éTapous 
nrvéa. Immo HAvoxKov.” 

347. ayadpata. “ Hes. male "Arad\para.” 

348. Tu “Ke” 

349. é0édry. “Ano’”—€orovrat (sic Steph.). “ &ovrar”— 
“&povras Il. 5. 63 et Hesych.” 

355. BooKxécrov® dukes. “ Booxovto Fé” 

372. “leg. vnddu@ vr. 366, 311, 338. Nr vrve nus- 
quam alibi.” 

383. “dvcowa. Praes. temp.’—daeivw. “an -eivwv?” 
postea deletum. Apparently Bentley first changed to dacivwv 
to avoid what he thought an impossible collocation of tenses ; 
then changed his mind, crossed out gacivwy, and explained 
dvcopwat as a present. Yet this seems incredible. 


f, 39 


397. éuot. “ peod. 
398. édNacavtes. “éXOwYTES” 
both Stephanus and Bentley. 

408-5717 

406. “Il. », 64.” 

417. “Hesyc. Oeiouv rr7jrTO0.” 

419. amroaivuto. “ ofai” 

423. “Athen. XIV ’Esrirovos tetravuvcto Bods igi xtapé- 
vowo” —*’ Ezrirovos semel venit apud Homerum. vide Hesyc.” 

424, “Hes. dm’ ixpioguv.” 

435. “Hes. amnwpov.” 

439. “Strabo 44 Huds 7°.” 

441. “Strabo 44. «ai rére 8 pos Sodpa.” 

446. “eore” 


ex marg. Steph. €d. not ér. 
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THE CHRONOLOGY OF XENOPHON’S HELLENICA, 
387 to 362 Bo. , 


It will be convenient to treat of the chronology of this 
period in two parts, the first extending from the Peace of 
Antalcidas, which seems to have been finally ratified* late in 
387 B.c., to the Battle of Leuctra in 371, the date of which is 
sufficiently certain; and the second comprising the interval 
between the Battles of Leuctra and Mantinea. 


Part I. 387 to 371 Bo. 


In this section the chronology of the first seven or eight 
years is extremely doubtful. We have to content ourselves 
with the dates and arrangement of Diodorus, except in so far 
as they can be corrected from the order observed by Xenophon 
in recording the same events. The chronology of the last eight 
years can be determined with much greater certainty, since we 
are here no longer mainly dependent upon Diodorus, Xenophon 
himself gives several definite marks of time, fixing the events 
of at least four successive years, 378-375. Two Attic inscrip- 
tions are of great importance; the first?, dated the archonship 
of Nausinicus 378/7, deals with the affairs of the Second 
Athenian Confederacy: the second’, dated the archonship of 
Hippodamas 375/4, practically settles, as will be seen, the 
date of Timotheus’ expedition round the Peloponnesus. The 
speech of Apollodorus (Demosthenes) contr. Timotheum fixes 
the date of Timotheus’ second command to April 373, and his 


1 ep. Journal of Philology xxii. p, 147. 
2 OLA, ii. 17. 3 OIA. ii, 49. 
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trial to November of the same year. Demosthenes (contr. 
Neeram 1357) and Plutarch (v. Agesil. 28) agree in assigning 
the battle of Leuctra to the year 371, the latter giving the 
day of the month as the fifth of Hecatombeon, viz. July 6 or 8. 

The data for arranging the events of the successive years 
will be given under each year, beginning with 386. As many 
references will be made to the years of the archons in Diodorus, 
at this point it may be as well to recall the fact that the Ist of 
Hecatombzon, the day on which these magistrates entered 
office, fell in these 25 years on various dates, ranging from the 
22nd of June to the 22nd of July. In his annalistic treatment 
Diodorus always prefixes the name of the eponymous archon 
and of the Roman consuls to the history of each year, which he 
begins apparently about midwinter. But for his Greek history 
he seems to have used the work of some chronologist, who 
dated events strictly by the Athenian archonships. Naturally 
this led to confusion, and almost more often than not Diodorus 
in his carelessness puts events, if in the right year, yet under 
the wrong archon; or if under the right archon, yet in the 
wrong year. Frequently, of course, he is mistaken in both. 

386 B.C. Sparta! seems to have occupied the whole of 
this year in enforcing the provisions of the ‘ King’s Peace,’ of 
which she was the originator and had been constituted the 
champion. 

885 B.C. Clinton is apparently right in assigning the 
siege” of Mantinea by Agesipolis to this year, though the data 
are very unsatisfactory and even contradictory. Xenophon 
would seem to imply that the siege began in the year after 
the expiration of the Thirty Years’ Peace between Sparta and 
Mantinea. Now we know from Thucydides® that it was con- 
cluded in the winter 418/7, so that it must have expired in the 
winter 388/7. Xenophon ought therefore to mean, that the 
war broke out in 386 at latest. It is noticeable that in § 4 
he implies that the siege did not last a very long time. 

Diodorus‘ puts the war in the archonship of Mystichides 
386/5, i.e. in 386, thus agreeing with Xenophon. However he 

¥ v.41. 86. 3 y. 81. 
2 vy, 2. 1—7. 4 xv. 2, 5. 
16—2 
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contradicts himself by saying’ of the Spartans ovSé Sve ern 
gurdEavtes Tas Kowas omovdds, since in this very chapter he — 


assigns the declaration of war to the first year after the Peace 
of Antalcidas. Then he makes the siege end under the 
archonship of Dexitheus 385/4 i.e. 385, thus regarding it as 
lasting some 18 months. Probably therefore the best way out 
of the difficulty is to take 385 as the year for the whole 
campaign, the beginning of which may very well have been in 
the last months of Mystichides’ archonship, May or June, and 
the end in the first half of Dexitheus’ archonship, September or 
October. In this case we must not press too strictly the date 


of the termination of the Thirty Years’ Peace: in fact Xenophon 


himself (§ 2) introduces it with an éAéyovto. Moreover some 
18 months between the final ratification of the Peace of 
Antalcidas and the actual renewal of hostilities @ priori does 
not appear too long. 

384 B.C. The action of the Phliasian exiles to procure 
their own restoration was, Xenophon? tells us, occasioned by 
the fate of Mantinea, which surrendered, as we have seen, in 
the autumn of the previous year. This event therefore falls 
most naturally into the succeeding year, or better perhaps in 
the winter months 385/4. 

383 Bc. If the next events recorded by Xenophon be 
rightly assigned by Clinton and Grote to 382, the historian 
records no events of this year. 

382 B.C. The events’ in question are (a) the appearance 
of Acanthian and Ambraciot envoys at Sparta to ask for help 
against Olynthus (which may probably be put in the winter or 
early spring), and the resolution of the Lacedemonians and 
their allies to accede to the request; (b) the preliminary 
expedition of Eudamidas os taxyvora (§ 23) after this resolution 
and the surprise of the Cadmea by his brother Phcebidas, while 
he was on his march, @épous dvtos (§ 29), to join him. 

K. Curtius, E. von Stern‘, and others assign these events to 
the year 383. There seem to be only two arguments for so 
doing: (a) Xenophon is silent about any intermediate events 


+ xv. 6. 2 v. 2. 8—10. 3 y, 2. 11—438. 
4 Spartan, u, Theban, Hegemonie, Dorpat, 1884. p. 34. 
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between the Phliasian affair and the embassy of the Acanthians 
and Ambraciots; (b) Diodorus! records this embassy under the 
year of Phanostratus 383/2 i.e. 383. The first argument is of 
little or no weight. The second argument is quite valueless, 
because Diodorus? puts the capture of the Cadmea in the 
archonship of Evander 382/1, whereas it is plain from Xenophon’s 
narrative, that the two events must have occurred in the same 
Julian year: in fact the testimony of Diodorus ought rather to 
be used against this theory, the embassy falling in the last six 
months of Phanostratus and the capture of the Cadmea in the 
first six months of Evander—an arrangement which accounts 
for the confusion in Diodorus in the usual fashion. 

On the other side, in favour of the year 382 may be urged 
(a) the passages in Diodorus already cited; (b) the testimony 
of the orator Aristides’, u@iwv dvtwv 7 Kadpeia naterndOn ; 
(c) the fact that the succeeding events in Xenophon’s narrative 
fall in better with the year 382 than 383. As to the first 
argument enough has already been said. From the passage in 
Aristides it would follow that the capture of the Cadmea took 
place about August 382; for it is generally agreed that the 
Pythian festival was held every third Olympic year; the month 
however is more uncertain. Most authorities are in favour of 
August, and this does not seem to be inconsistent with 
Xenophon’s @épovs dvros, though it must be confessed that 
July would suit better. An attempt, it may be here noticed, 
has been made to impugn Xenophon’s testimony as to the 
season of the year altogether on the ground that he speaks* of 
the Thebans celebrating the Thesmophoria in the summer, 
whereas the festival was really celebrated in October or No- 
vember. It is quite true that the Athenians held the Thesmo- 
phoria in October or November: but there is absolutely no 
evidence, except this passage, to show at what time the 
Thebans were accustomed to hold it. That the seasons might 
vary, is plain from the fact that at Syracuse the festival was 
celebrated in the spring’. 


1 xv. 15, 19. 4 v. 2. 29. Oeouopopidtew, Oépous 
2 xv. 20. dé bvros K.T.X. 
3 i. p. 258, 5 Diodorus v. 4, 
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As to the third argument—the capture of the Cadmea was 
followed in the same summer by the trial and execution of 
Ismenias. Then without any break Xenophon’ continues 
TouTe@y 61 wempaypuéver of Aaxedaruovior Tord 8% mpoOuporepov 
Tv eis THY “OdvvOov otpatiav cuvarrécrerXov. Accordingly 
they send out Teleutias as harmost in command of thy eis 
Tovs pupiovs ovytagéw, and after various military operations 
TOUTO “ev oTpaTEevodpevos TO Bépos Sine x.7.r. Stern, Curtius, 
&c. interpose the winter of 383/2 between the execution of 
Ismenias and the departure of Teleutias. Here not only is it 
much more natural to regard todro 7rd Oépos of § 43 as the 
same as the Gépous dvtos of § 29; but it seems absurd to suppose 
that after solemnly resolving in the early spring that each state 
should send 70 eis Tods pupiovs civTaypya for the summer's 
campaign, the Spartans and their allies waited a whole year 
before carrying their resolution into effect—especially when we 
read that after the Theban affair they all acted qodd mpobv- 
porepov § 37, and that Teleutias actually took with him this 
THhV eis TOUS puplovs ovvTa~w. Surely the narrative implies 
that immediately after sending out Eudamidas’ preliminary 
expedition—for Xenophon carefully notes that Phcebidas only 
followed his brother with rods dtroAgiropévous THY éavT@ 
(i.e. Eudamidas) rpootetaypévwv, not with the main army— 
steps were taken to organize the larger force, and this being 
ready to hand Teleutias conducted it against Olynthus as soon 
as the affair of the Cadmea was settled. 

381 B.C. “Aya & 76 Hpr brogdaivopév@? Teleutias began 
anew operations against Olynthus: then after several skirmishes 
MpowovTos Tod xpovou (§ 3) he was slain and the whole besieging 
force was obliged to disperse. 

Diodorus® assigns the death of Teleutias to the archonship 
of Evander 382/1 ie. to the same year as the capture of the 
Cadmea. Xenophon proves that this is too soon, though it 
is quite possible that his death may have occurred in the 
last month of Evander i.e. circ. June 381. Diodorus goes 
on to attribute to Agesipolis a whole year (ie. 381) spent in 
petty skirmishes. Xenophon leaves it indeterminate, whether 

1 vy, 2, 37. 29.8.1 3 xv. 21, 22. 
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Agesipolis set sail as soon as possible after the death of 
Teleutias, i.e. August or September 381, or whether he waited 
till the spring of 380. He implies! however that the Spartan 
government met the emergency with all possible vigour, so 
that, combining this with Diodorus, we cannot go far wrong 
in preferring the earlier date. 

380, 379 B.C. Xenophon? marks exactly the time of 
Agesipolis’ death with the words xara Oépous dxpuyjv. This 
agrees with Diodorus’, who not only puts the occurrence under 
the archonship of Pytheas 380/379, but adds that he had 
reigned for 14 years, and was succeeded by Cleombrotus, who 
reigned for 9 years. Now Cleombrotus was slain at Leuctra in 
July 371, so that once more we arrive at the year 380. 
Polybiades‘* was sent out as harmost to take the command at 
Olynthus: although he prosecuted the war with vigour, he 
was obliged to starve the town into a surrender. This must 
necessarily have been somewhat a lengthy process, so that the 
capitulation cannot well be dated earlier than the first half of 
379. This date agrees well enough with Diodorus, who assigns 
it to the same archonship as the death of Agesipolis, i.e. Pytheas 
380/379. Moreover it appears from Xenophon’s narrative that 
it took place just after or simultaneously with the reduction of 
Phlius. This is an unusually safe inference, because it is 
evident from the way that Xenophon in this chapter leaves 
events at Olynthus to record what was going on at Phlius, 
then goes back to Olynthus, again to Phlius, and once 
more to Olynthus that he is strictly following their rela- 
tive chronological order. In § 25 he definitely states that 
the Phliasian affair lasted 20 months. It appears from its 
order in his narrative, that the complication began between 
Agesipolis’ departure for Olynthus circ. August or September 
381 and his death in July 380. For the same reason® we 
gather that the actual siege of the town began before the 
death of Agesipolis and continued after it. If therefore we as- 
sume the complication to have arisen about October 381 and 

1 y. 3. 8, ey, Be 20. 


2 y. 3. 19. ey, 3.17.39; SI. 
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the surrender to have taken place about March or April 379, 
no very wide margin for error will be left. Olynthus, as we 
have seen already, fell at the same date or just afterwards. 
Diodorus’ affords us no help for the Phliasian affair. He 
compresses it into one year 383 and dismisses it in a couple of 
lines. 

379/378 B.C. winter. It is beyond all doubt that the 
Cadmea was recovered from the Spartans about the winter 
solstice 379/8. Xenophon? records the event next in order 
after the surrender of Phlius and Olynthus. Immediately on 
receipt of the news the ephors sent out Cleombrotus pdra 
xerpavos dvtos (§ 14). Plutarch also® says jv vederds, and in 
another passage‘, that it was a little after the surrender of 
Phlius. Moreover this date is indirectly confirmed by monu- 
mental evidence: for Xenophon affords us data, which exactly 
determine the four successive years 378-375, and the last of 
them is fixed by an inscription’. Diodorus® therefore is 
manifestly wrong in putting the recovery of the Cadmea under 
the archonship of Nausinicus 378/7, though, if it happened as 
late as January 378, which is quite possible, his mistake is 
easily accounted for: in fact on his system it is hardly a 
mistake at all. 

378-375 B.C. Three passages in Xenophon determine 
these years exactly. In v. 4. 56 we read of the Thebans yada 
muclouevo. omaver aitov Sia TO Svoiv éroiv pa eidndhévat 
Kaptov éx THs yhs. Then § 58 brodaivovtos 5é mdaduw Tod 
npos Cleombrotus led an expedition against the Thebans, 
which never reached its destination. Finally in § 63 we learn 
that the Thebans had leisure to subject their neighbouring 
cities are eis tas OnBas ovK éuBeBAnKoT@Y TaV Trodepiwv 
ovT év & KrXeouBporos nye THY oTpatiay Ere oT ev @ Tipdeos 
mepue@revoe. The two years alluded to in the first passage, it 
appears from the context, are the two years immediately 
following the recovery of the Cadmea viz. 378, 377; and the 
two years of the last passage are 376, 375, the last of which, as 


1 xv. 19. 4 vy. Agesil. 24, 
3 y, 4.1, 5 CIA. ii. 49. 
3 vy. Pelop. 9. 6 xv. 25. 
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before mentioned, is confirmed by an inscription. The events 
of these years can thus be fixed with ease. 

878 Bc. v.4.13—18. Cleombrotus’ expedition against 
the Thebans in January or February. 

v. 4. 20—24, Sphodrias’ unsuccessful attempt upon the 
Pirzeus. 

v. 4. 35—41. Agesilaus’ first invasion of Beotia. 

This chronology is indirectly but strongly confirmed by the 
inscription CIA. ii. 17. Xenophon’ tells us that after the 
departure of Sphodrias of "A@nvaio. értAwody re Tov Tevpara 
vads te évauvirnyodvto Ttols te Bowwrtois macy mpoOvuia €Bo7- 
Govy. This inscription, dated the archonship of Nausinicus 
378/7, shows the outcome of this activity in the enlistment of 
many new allies into the Athenian maritime confederacy, in- 
cluding the Thebans. 

377 B.C. éel ro gap éréotn (§ 47), Agesilaus marched 
out on his second expedition into Beotia. 

Diodorus’ it may here be noted compresses Agesilaus’ two 
expeditions into one, which he assigns together with the first 
declaration of war to the archonship of Callias 377/6. 

376 B.C. wtrodaivovtos madw tod jpos (§ 58) Cleom- 
brotus commanded the Lacedemonian forces. 

Chabrias (§ 61) defeated the admiral Pollis, and the Lacede- 
monian fleet—at Naxos according to Plutarch® rH éxrn éat 
déxa Tov Bondpomtavos, c. Sept. 10. 

Diodorus* puts this victory a year too soon. 

375 B.C. v. 4. 68—66. Timotheus sailed round Pelo- 
ponnesus, winning Corcyra and tds qepl éxetva méXeus over to 
the Athenian confederacy. This date is verified by the inscrip- 
tion (CIA. ii. 49) dated the archonship of Hippodamas, 375/4, 
which records the inclusion of the Corcyreans, Acarnanians, and 
Cephallenians in the Athenian confederacy. If Polyaenus” is 
to be trusted and the festival of «ipa is the same as the 
Xxrpopopia, Timotheus defeated the Spartan admiral off Leucas 
or, as Xenophon® says, at Alyzia, about the month of June. 


aa 


ly, 4. 34. 4 xv. 34. 
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374, 373 B.C. From a comparison of Xenophon v. 4 63 . 
and vi. 1. 1, where it is implied that it was not until after the 


Thebans had completed the subjugation of their immediate 
neighbours, which had engaged them both during the year of 
Cleombrotus’ expedition and that of Timotheus’ circumnaviga- 
tion of the Peloponnesus, that they attacked the Phocians— 
it follows that Cleombrotus’ third expedition to help the 
Phocians falls in 374 and not as Clinton puts it, in the 
previous year. 

Then cyedov epi todrov tov ypovoy Polydamas the Phar- 
salian came to Sparta to ask for aid against Jason of Phere. 

After narrating this transaction with some detail, Xenophon’ 
goes back to the Lacedemonian expedition in support of the 
Phocians, and tells how the Athenians—doubtless in the same 
year—made a separate peace with the Lacedemonians. Im- 
mediately afterwards orders were sent to Timotheus at Corcyra 
to return to Athens. On his way home he replaced certain 
Zacynthian exiles in their island. This was regarded by the 
Spartans as a violation of the new peace; whereupon evOus 
(§ 3) they collected a fleet of 60 ships and despatched it under 
the admiral Mnasippus with orders to sail against Corcyra. 
Unfortunately Xenophon gives no more definite marks of time 
for this or the next three or four years. Diodorus? makes 
positive mistakes. He speaks of a preliminary expedition 
(which of course is quite® possible) sent out by the Lacede- 
monians under Alcidas, which was shortly followed by Mna- 
sippus with his 60 ships. He then goes on to say, that the 
Athenians tried to counteract this move by sending Ctesicles 
to Zacynthus‘ and by collecting a fleet, which was put under 
the command of Timotheus, All these events as well as the 
defeat and death of Mnasippus he puts in the archonship of 
Socratides 374/38, by which he means 374; whereas, as will 
shortly appear, Timotheus set sail in 373. 

To return to Xenophon’: hard pressed by the ravages of 


1 vi, 2. 1, Corcyra, as in cap. 47 he speaks of 
2 xv. 46. 47. Ctesicles as sent to Corcyra. 
3 cf. Grote ix. 358. 5 vi. 2. 8—11. 


4 Probably a mere oversight for 
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Mnasippus, who finally succeeded in blockading their city, the 
Corcyreans appealed to Athens for help. The Athenians 
decided icyupds émmmedntéov eivar, sent Stesicles with 600 
peltasts across the mainland, and éyndicavto Kai éEnxovtTa 
vais mrnpodv, Tywdbeov 8 avtav otpatnyov éyetpoTtovnaar. 
Fortunately the exact date of Timotheus’ departure from 
Athens is preserved in Demosthenes contr. Newer. 1186—ézi 
Lwxpatisov apyovtos pwouvuxiavos pnvos, i.e. April 373. Evi- 
dently therefore, as Mnasippus’ operations must have taken 
some considerable time and the Athenian fleet, we are in- 
formed, was very slow in its outfit, Mnasippus must have 
sailed in the autumn of 374, and Stesicles must have set out 
some time between Oct. 374 and April 373—probably about 
mid winter. 

Stern’ has conclusively proved that Curtius and other 
scholars are mistaken in following Diodorus’ dates and nar- 
rative in preference to that of the contemporary Xenophon, 
supported as it is by Apollodorus’ (Demosthenes) oration 
against Timotheus. In accordance with the latter it is evident 
that Iphicrates replaced Timotheus in the early summer of 
373 and sailed for Corcyra, after completing by his vigorous 
measures the outfit of the fleet, some time between midsummer 
and autumn. The defeat and death of Mnasippus happened 
before Iphicrates’ arrived at Corcyra. Timotheus’ trial and 
acquittal is fixed by the same oration? to the month of Novem- 
ber 373. Here there is an apparent discrepancy between the 
oration and Xenophon’s narrative. It might appear from the 
former’, that both Iphicrates and Callistratus were present at 
the trial. The language however does not necessitate this 
interpretation, and the presence of Callistratus at Athens is 
fully explained by Xenophon‘ himself, who tells us that on 
Callistratus’ representing to his colleague that, if he returned 
to Athens, he would either send supplies to the fleet or procure 
peace with Sparta, Iphicrates let him go. 

372 B.C. Iphicrates stayed® in Corcyra and the neigh- 


1 Le. pp. 107—113. *vi7:8, 8. 
 p. 1190. © vi. 2. 87, 38. 
3 p. 1187. 
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bourhood all through this year, maintaining his armament 
partly by hiring out his sailors to work in the fields for the 
Corcyreans, partly by allowing his mercenaries to serve in the 
pay of friendly states, and partly by ravages in the enemy’s 
country. 

3718B.C. The dates of the peace congress in Sparta about 
June and of the battle of Leuctra, fought according to Plutarch’ 
20 days later, are sufficiently well attested by the evidence 
collected by Clinton. 


Part II. 371 to 362 B.c. 


371 BC. In the few weeks following the battle of 
Leuctra, which was fought in July 371, must be placed the 
expedition of Archidamus’, and the congress at Athens, in 
which the peace of the previous June was solemnly renewed. 
Xenophon’® next relates the restoration of Mantinea, which was 
effected evidently before and not, as Pausanias‘ says, after the 
first Theban invasion of the Peloponnesus. 

870 BC. The most important event of this year was the 
assassination of Jason of Phere just at the moment when he 
was making great preparations to appear at the Pythian games 
(370 c. August), the mention’ of which satisfactorily fixes the 
date. His death freed the Greek world from a great danger, 
and enabled® the Thebans to turn their attention with safety 
to affairs in the Peloponnesus. There the restoration of 
Mantinea, the formation of the Arcadian League and the 
foundation of Megalopolis in the winter of 371/370’ by the 
Arcadian democrats had given rise to great internal. com- 
motions. The Tegeate oligarchs had appealed to Sparta, and 
the ephors had despatched Agesilaus to their assistance® in the 
winter 370/369. All these dates are in harmony both with 


1 y. Agesil. 28, 6 ef. Stern le. pp. 165, 166. 
2 vi. 4.17,18. 5.1. 7 cf. Clinton, F. H. The foundation 
3 vi. 5. 4, 5. is not mentioned by Xenophon. 
4 ix, 14, 4. 8 vi. 5.20. jw péoos emmy. 


5 vi. 4, 30. 
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Xenophon and Diodorus. The retirement of Agesilaus to 
Sparta was immediately followed by the first Theban invasion 
of the Peloponnesus, which according to Diodorus’ lasted 85 
days, and which ended while it was still winter’, ie. early in 
369. 

3869 BC. 70 tortépw érev’ ic. April 369 (for Xenophon, 
it must be remembered’, always reckons the year to begin with 
the spring) a new alliance was concluded between Athens and 
Sparta. Then the Thebans made their second invasion of the 
Peloponnesus. The time of year is perhaps marked by the 
arrival and departure of the troops, which Dionysius I. of 
Syracuse sent to the aid of the Spartans: for under the condi- 
tions of ancient navigation they could hardly have arrived 
before May, and according to Diodorus® they returned at the 
end of the summer. 

868 B.C. The words 7 mapa Avovuciouv dSevtépa Bon- 
Gera’ fix with tolerable accuracy the next events recorded by 
Xenophon. For Dionysius I. died in the spring’ of 367. 
Their arrival was simultaneous with the congress at Delphi 
summoned by Philiscus, the envoy of the satrap Ariobarzanes, 
If Kohler’s interpretation be correct, this date is confirmed by 
the inscription® recording the honours voted by the Athenian 
assembly to Dionysius I. towards the end of the archonship of 
Lysistratus, 3869/8, which in lines 5 ff. seems to refer to this 
congress at Delphi. The so-called ‘Tearless Victory’® was 
gained this year by the Lacedzmonians over the Arcadians and 
Argives. 

368-365 B.C. The chronology of the next three and a 
half years is most uncertain. It depends very much on the 
time assigned to the movements of Pelopidas, all of which, 
with the exception of his embassy to Susa, are unnoticed by 
Xenophon. Clinton omits them altogether. Grote departs”, 


t- xv. 67. 5 xv. 70. rod Oépous Ajyovros. Cf. 

2 vi. 5.50. ere cal xermov Fv. Xen. vii. 1. 22, 

70a, Dok. 6 vii, 1, 28. 

4 Clinton, forgetting this practice, 7 ef. Clinton. 8 CIA. ii. 51. 
postdates the Second Theban Invasion 9 vii. 1. 82. Diod. xv. 72. 


and the following events. 10 cf, Stern l.c. p. 201. 
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without sufficient justification, from the ancient authorities 
rearranges them on purely @ priori principles. 

Taking the events as they stand in Diodorus! and Plutarch’, 
we may accept the date assigned by the former for the arrest 
of Pelopidas and Ismenias by Alexander of Phere, and for the 
unsuccessful expedition of the two Bootarchs, Cleomenes and 
Hypates to rescue them—viz. 368. Whether Epaminondas’ 
expedition for the same purpose is to be put in the later months 
of 368 or in the early months of 367, is a doubtful question. 
Stern’ prefers the later date on the ground that Diodorus and 
Plutarch represent Epaminondas as once more elected Boeotarch 
and that the elections to that office usually were held about 
the time of the winter solstice—an argument at this point 
without much weight, as the two unsuccessful Boeotarchs were 
evidently deprived of their office and Epaminondas put in their 
place. | | 

367 B.C. Assuming the early months of this year to be 
the correct date for Epaminondas’ expedition, we must suppose 
that immediately on his return to Thebes Pelopidas was sent 
as envoy to the Persian court. Not less than 5 or 6 months 
must be allowed for the journey up to and down from Susa, 
and another month or more for the subsequent congress at 
Thebes and for the despatch of the Theban envoys after its 
failure to the various Greek States. This brings us at earliest 
to the autumn of 367; and it is natural to suppose that not — 
until all these negotiations were over did Epaminondas* lead 
his expedition against the Achzans—perhaps in November or — 
December of this same year. This kind of dead reckoning ~ 
is at this point our only resource, because Diodorus, though he 
mentions Epaminondas’ expedition and puts it, as we assume, — 
correctly under the archonship of Polyzelus 367/6, omits alto- — 
gether the embassy of Pelopidas to the Persian Court, which — 
must necessarily have occupied a long time, except for a brief 
allusion® in speaking of the exploits of the hero after narrating 
his death at Cynoscephale. 

1 xy, 71. 4 vii. 1. 41. 
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866 B.C. One of the indirect results of Epaminondas’ 
expedition into Achza was the political revolution at Sicyon, 
which finally resulted in Euphron’s seizing the tyranny—pro- 
bably at the very beginning of 366. 

In the next two chapters (2, 3) Xenophon records a number 
of simultaneous events more or less centring round the person 
of Euphron and the little town of Phlius. Euphron? joined 
the Theban harmost of Sicyon in an attack upon Phlius. The 
Athenian Chares was sent to assist the Phliasians, and after 
various operations the Phliasians began to build a fortress at 
Thyamia. At this point Xenophon introduces a digression, 
describing the further career and assassination of Euphron. 
From vii. 4. 1 it appears that this happened before the 
departure of Chares from Phlius and therefore, notwithstanding 
Grote’s? remark that a year is too short for Euphron’s career, 
his death must be assigned to this same year. Then the 
historian® returns from his digression to the Phliasians forti- 
fying Thyamia tod Xdpnros ért wapovtos, when Oropus, at 
the time in the occupation of the Athenians, was seized by 
some exiles. The Athenians summoned Chares to help them 
to recover the town, but they were obliged to content them- 
selves with leaving it in the hands of the Thebans, until the 
question of their claims should be settled by arbitration. With 
the departure* of Chares and the Athenian troops the Sicyo- 
nians were free to recapture their harbour, which Euphron 
just before his death had seized with the help of some Athenian 
mercenaries and handed over to the Lacedzmonians. 

This date for the capture of Oropus agrees with Diodorus’, 
who puts it under the archonship of Cephisodorus 366/5. 
Immediately afterwards, it would appear from the sequence in 
Xenophon’s® narrative, the Corinthians, Phliasians, and Epi- 
daurians, weary of the long wars, with the consent of Sparta 
made a separate peace with Thebes. This must be the peace 
which Diodorus’ wrongly represents as a universal peace made 


2 vii. 2. 11-—28. S xv. 76; 
2 x, 26. 6 vii, 4. 6—11. 
3 vii. 4, 1. Piggy. 26. 
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through the intervention of the Persian king, His date for 
it however is to be accepted, viz. the archonship of Cephiso- 
dorus 3866/5, which is further confirmed by his remark— 
TOAELOS KATEAVON TEtoY peivas éTaY TévTE, THY apynv AaBOV 
amo tév Aevxtpixay, Leuctra having been fought in 371. 

In this year too arrived’ the third reinforcements from 
Syracuse for the Spartans sent this time by Dionysius IL, his 
father having died, as already mentioned, in the spring of the 
previous year. 

3865 B.C. The chronology of this and the next year 
presents but little difficulty. We may take Xenophon’s* words 
petra S€ TOdTO ov TOAA®@ VoTtepoy as marking somewhere near 
the beginning of 365, when war broke out between the Eleians 
and Arcadians. To this year we may certainly assign all the 
events recorded in § 12—18; and though it is tempting to 
suppose that the words in § 19 of 8 ad ’Apxades waduw trovovyTat 
adAnv otpateiay eis tHv "Hduv, it seems better to follow the 
chronology of Diodorus* and to put this second campaign 
together with the capture of Cromnus by Archidamus the 
Spartan king under this same year 365. At the latest these 
events can hardly be placed later than January to March 364; 
for Xenophon ought to mean by the words ésidytos ’OXvp- 
miaxov érous* about April 364. 

364 Bc. The Arcadians in the spring’ began to make | 
great preparations for their celebration of the Olympic festival, 
which would take place in July. 

This was the year of the death of Pelopidas at Cynos- — 
cephale, which is fixed with something like certainty by the — 
mention of an eclipse in Diodorus® and Plutarch’. This must — 
be the eclipse of July 13, 364. 

364 July-362 July. The remaining sections of the 
Hellenica are occupied with the commotions in Arcadia, which 
arose from a dispute over the use of the sacred treasures of © 
Olympia, and which culminated in the intervention of the 
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Thebans and the battle of Mantinea in 362. Xenophon gives 
absolutely no marks of time, so that it is impossible to dis- 
tribute the events, which he records, over this interval with 
any semblance of probability ; and no help whatever can be 
gained from the confused narrative of Diodorus’. 

The first event? to which a date can be given is the treaty 
of the Arcadians, Achzans, ‘Eleians, and other Peloponnesian 
states with the Athenians, which is. actually extant in an 
inscription’, dated the archonship of Molon i.e. 362/1, who 
entered upon office about July 22. The battle of Mantinea 
occurred shortly after the conclusion of this treaty* c/touv ovy- 
Kop.ons ovens, probably at the beginning of August. Diodorus® 
and Plutarch® therefore must both be mistaken in putting the 
battle under the archonship of Chariclides, 3638/2, the latter 
even giving the exact date, or rather that of the annual festival, 
which was held to commemorate the victory, as the 12th of 
Scirophorion i.e. about 3 July. Diogenes’ Laertius repeats the 
mistake. The date of the festival seems somehow to have 
been different from the day of the battle, how or why—cannot 
be explained. But the evidence of the inscription, backed up 
as it is by Xenophon’s citov cuvyxouidy must be taken to 
outweigh this strange unanimity on the part of three authori- 
ties, each one of whom would by himself be of but little im- 
portance. 


1 xv. 82. 5 xy. 82. 

2 vii. 5. 1—3. 6 de glor. Ath. 850 a, 
3 CIA. ii. 57 b. 7 ii. 54. 
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TWO NEW MSS. IN THE BRITISH MUSEUM. 


1. Homer, Odyssey III. 283—497. 


PapyRi of the Iliad are the commonest form of literary 
discovery among the documents disinterred in Egypt of late 
years; but the relatively inferior popularity of the Odyssey in 
antiquity is reflected by the comparative rarity of papyri contain- 
ing any part of it. One only is mentioned by Ludwich, namely 
the Berlin papyrus 154%, containing about 70 lines of book xiv. 
No other has yet been announced as being in the possession of 
either Paris, Berlin, or Vienna, though it is highly probable 
that there may be some hitherto unpublished fragments in the 
collection of the Archduke Rainer. Prof. Nicole of Geneva 
possesses some fragments of the Odyssey, but the extent and 
character of them have not yet been made public. Meanwhile 
the British Museum has acquired within the last year some 
portions of a very fine manuscript (now Brit. Mus. Pap. celxxi.), 
containing the conclusion of the third book, accompanied by a 
few scholia; and the manuscript is of a class good enough to 
warrant, and indeed (considering its age) to require, the publica- 
tion of its text in full. 

Unlike most of the papyri hitherto discovered, this MS, may 
well have been written for sale or for a public library. It is 
written on light-coloured papyrus of good quality, 13 inches in 
height, in columns occupying 54 inches in width, with margins 
of about 21 inches at the top, 2? inches at the bottom, and 
14 inches between the columns, The writing is a large, delicate 
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uncial, perhaps the finest specimen of that class of hand on 
papyrus at present known to exist. The columns contain from 
34 to 36 lines each, at which rate the whole book would have 
occupied a roll of about eight feet in length. There are a few 
accents, breathings, and marks of elision, etc, all by the 
original scribe ; in two cases he has prefixed breathings to the 
second part of a compound word (Aaépxea in 1 425 and 
eupvodeins in 1, 453). Punctuation marks are added at the ends 
of lines, and occasionally in the middle (ll. 320, 323, 460, 471, 
477, 484, 485, 490, 496). These have in some cases, possibly 
in all, been added subsequently to the original text. The 
original scribe has also prefixed an arrowhead-shaped mark to 
certain lines, which seems to represent an obelus. The lines 
to which it is attached are ll. 321 (presumably carrying with 
it 322), 396 (omitted in one Ms., G), 400 (which involves 401, 
both of these lines being athetised by Zenodotus), 458, 
461, 472, 484 (involving 485), and 486. The scholia are 
written in the margins between and above the columns, in a 
small cursive hand, to which are also due the corrections in ll. 
469, 483, 490, 492. The presence of this hand is of great value 
in helping to assign a date to the MS., as it regularly uses the 
peculiar form of 7 which is found (speaking roughly) only 
between the middle of the 1st century and the middle of the 
2nd. A superior limit for the scholia is given by the occurrence 
in them of the name of the grammarian Apion, who flourished 
(and was already famous) in the time of Caligula. It is im- 
possible to say how long after the transcription of the original 
Ms. the addition of the scholia took place ; but it is evident 
that the original Ms. cannot safely be dated lower than the first 
century of our era, and palaeographical considerations would not 
justify its being placed much earlier. To that century, there- 
fore, it may be provisionally assigned, and it is unquestionably 
a valuable and handsome specimen of early uncial writing. 

The following is the text of the portions of the Ms. which 
have been preserved. Dots placed beneath letters indicate that 
those letters are only partially legible. All other marks, whether 
of punctuation, accentuation, or elision, are reproduced from the 
MS, 

17—2 
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GON DY 6: as ise kiwi lS eer WO dial RP ees tev aehdae 

RE sik Sock ce Snes alan nee youevos Tep odoto 

ee rarer ein Sar rere te Tl KTEPEa KTEPLOELEY® 
aaa wale Se OR dae Noe v emt owoTa TovTOV 
eee ree ee parevaov opos aviru 
Me ee rere gree yepnv odov evpvotra Ceus 
iat apne ari vepov em aitéva yeve 

At 0 RNP ee ae ee vTO TEAWPLA Loa operat" 
ao Seema ae opera ores Mev KPNTHL eTEMATCEV 
dice Seema Geet eee wap... vov aude pe. Opa 

Reape tt crs mre akacac none WER ayes acne se 


desunt vv. 294-318, ad finem columnae. 


col. 2] ex Tov avOpwrwv ofev.............065 
320 eXOeuev’ ovtiva TPWTOV..........- 2 eee 
> 5 mehayos peya TOov Ofe...........+56. 
aUTOETES ovyvevow Sh Sates 

GAN. 1G? 00. CUP PHT TEON 4 ve oe Oe | 

je | 

ex 8 eBer..5 melos Tap........ eee eveenes | 

325 map 8. Tou.. €s MOL OL T. 11... 2 eevee eeee 

rae ter BPR OIAW 00 ood tA bare 8 | 

SR Sige dee eae € MW QUT... eee e eee e eens | 


desunt vv. 328-386. 


col. 8] viace Ka yapBpoioww ea mpos do.... Kada* 


388 adr ote Swpal t..vTO ayakNuT..... aVaKTOS 
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395 


400 > 


owvouv nouvToTO...... poekaT... wav... 

wifey Tapin.a..... NOE ....... 

rou O YEPWV KPHNTN...... CUGTO ROMs soos) 
evYeT aTrooTEvdw ..... le DOC Eb 

QUTAP €TEL OTTEIT... 1.10 eee gov 70.%3....6 

C6: [8OH WOENKE 2 oc 86s he cates oude €K&..... 

FO OF BUTE KO se iiucc se ceey a ete dies Cocks 
NEMA YOY Di so siase CRE ee Ewa ees 

TORTURE. Deo 6 ih Gc RR beers Be es 

CRD HOP BUS eda ter tid Beaton hee cel cha ee 5 esa 


ORO OF OO ei ane dake BS 


desunt vv. 405-421. 


Sea cac aa eaien de Bow .. miBouKoros avnp' 
tee ee re a ayou pey. Ov.o0u... wedawvay 
a ion: Tapous ayéTw Autretw Se SU ouovs" 
4 v 

aPeae dh GU coyoov AatpKe . Se... 0 KedeTOw 

/ p . 
Be TA opp . Boos xpuv..v...acw mépryevyn 
sera arateaes OO ee Goer ed CA Te OED 
dont me aebecane, pak tue nn ee tatiian ar O's a trevecOat 
Ee ee Oe TO Oe ee Ce vy vowp 
Me ee a ee re eee ee ee oer Oe w.. ap Bous 
Papo aaa ace er asccach AP pelea Ene Boe ts on. 
Se irdce che eteerat eae date Haines ee € ya... EUS 


desunt vv. 433, 434, sed spatium iis idoneum in margine 


indicatur. 





eee eee ee ee ee ee Tk Ta verTwp 


WUD ee AG Soak hea Re eet a €TO ToAAG ) adnune 
eC oar ee rc Se eee. Tpixas ev Tupi B.. wv" 
Piers eon a tecein ak ik crite atw ote uTas mpoBarovto 
Lee ee EMC ere os Opacupndns 
Te SC EOE ee owe TevovTas 

BDO Sos ae koh ae auth Garnier s at 8 odoAvEay 
ete e et rer et Ce ar are pe EO) ee aKouTis 
SE ee ee ee Ty to Ovyatpwv 
Su heed gn tore) RCE eat ier Nee upvbdeins 
Tee eT ree Ce he Le Cree opxauos avdpo. 

ADs See ae Seta tha nied Tees € 8 ootea Oupos 
te Sian Mate et ele ainie en eK fb. pla Tamvov 

col, 5] WAVTA Kisses eee eee eeees 7, vpay 
> OUNTUNG 10 4. is vie Svea eS wpobernaa. 
Kate 8 ETL OY... 0 yepwv €.... oma owwov 
460 AeBe* veou de map avtov exov TeumwBora xYepor 


> Q@UTap Tél KATA php ekKan Kat OTTAYXY eTTaTaYTO 
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soars AAov T apa Tarra Kat auh oBedotowy er .. 


. +. @v 8 axpotropous oBedous Ev YEpoL........ 

cabes Se THAEMAYOV NoVTEV KANN TTOAV..... 
465 .... opos omdoratn Ovyarnp vnrniabda. 

...+p Emel NovTEY TE KaL EXPLOEV AIT EX.... 

.. dt de pov hapos carov Barev nde yiTov. 


..p acapsvOov Bn demas alavatoiowv opotos 
. ap 8 oye veotop wy Kat ap ebeTo rrowpeva aan 
470 ot 8 ewer wrtTnocav Kpe UTTEPTEPA Kat EpvoarT. 
Sawuv efouevor’ emt 5 avepes exOdou Oporto 
> olvov EevotvoxoeuVTEs eve XpvaEos SeTTAETOL’ 
auTap emer ToaLos Kat ednTuos e& Epo eEVTO 
Tota. de wvOwv npye yepnvios iTmToTa verTwp’ 


475 maudes EMol aye THAEMAYWL KAXNLTPLYAS LITTTOUS 


fevEa? ud appat ayovtes twa mpnoanow odoL0° 
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ws epad’ ot 6 apa tov wara pev KrXvoY 7d emOovTo’ 


KkapTardimws 6 éfevEav uh apuacw wxKeas wTous’ 
av S€ yuvyn Taptn cLToY Kat ovvov &OnKev 

480 ova Te oun edovot dSuoTpedees Bacidyes* 
av § apa Tnremaxos TéepixadrrAca Byoeto Suppov 


Tap 5 apa veotopions TetotoTpaTos opxXauos avdpwv" 


es Sudpov 8 aveBawe Kas hvva rakeTOo YEpow’ 
> paotiéev 5 ehaav' Tw 8 ove axovte TeTecOnv 
485 es medsov’ utretnv Se wuAov auTu mro\eOpov' 
486 > o« . mavnyepow oELoV turyov apis eXovTEs 
488 €. dypas 8 txovto SvoKAnos Tots Sopa 


... 05 opTiNoyoLo Tov addeLvos TeKE Tralda’ 


apa n 6a ; 
490 €. 0a de vixt decay’ o de-rets—wap Eewia OyKev (sic) 
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nos & npuyevera havn pododaxturos nos . | 
492 urmous te fevyvuvt ava 0 dppata woth Bawvov* (sic) 
COL Bl acer Eev ) eAGAV.W........ Te meTeaOny’ 
495 ...v 8 es wedtov mupyn......... 8 erevra 


. ov 600v" Tovov yap virexdep ... KEES LIToL’ 


497 .. cero T nedvos GKLOWYTO TE T..... yurae 
OAC. oe 
A E 


Collated with Ludwich’s text (Leipzig, 1889), the papyrus 
shows the following variants : 


286 «al xeivos Ludwich, with DU; «dxetvos schol. (Herodorus) 
in Pap., with several Mss. 

290 tpoddevta Ludwich, with FPT etc.; tpodéovto Pap., with 
Aristarchus and many Mss., also Apion and Herodorus, 
according to the scholium (vid. infr.), 

443 yerpt Ludwich with Aristarchus’ Mss. and others; yepot 
schol. (Herodorus) in Pap., with Eustathius and D. 

460 yepoiv: yepot Pap. 

461 omddyyva tdcavto Ludwich, with Aristarchus; omdayyv’ 
émdoavto Pap., with Mss, 

469 crowuéva Pap. (Ludwich and several mss.), corrected to 
mowéeve (GDSK ete.). 

472 oivoyoedvtes Ludwich, with most MSS.: évowoyoebdvtes Pap., 
with FT and scholiasts. 

476 mpnocnow: tmpnoonow Pap., with D. 

479 év Ludwich, with Mss,: dy Pap., with TH’. 

483 8 Pap., corrected to 7’ (Ludwich, Mss.) yepoi Ludwich, 
with Mss.: yepoiv Pap., with K. 

487 is omitted. 









| 
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490 6 & dpa fewnia Sdxev Ludwich, with most Mss., Pap. corr.; 
0 8¢ Tots map Ecivia OnKev Pap., with PJ KH*M*. 

492 trovxin’ €Bawov Ludwich, Pap. corr.; movcita Baivov Pap. 

493 is omitted, with Ludwich and most Mss. 


It will be seen that the variants are not very numerous nor 
specially important; but they are all genuine variants, not 
mere errors of the scribe, and as such they deserve attention. 
The Ms. indeed was evidently written with great care, and 
consequently its age gives it importance. 

It remains to describe the scholia; and since these are often 
mutilated and sometimes obscure, they will be transcribed as 
they stand, without punctuation or expansion of contracted 
syllables. The only omissions are a few instances in which the 
mutilation of the papyrus has left only one or two letters of a — 
scholium. 

284 Katreoye™ errevryo" ame” Nox Kat eva* 

286 Kaxkewvos ep® 

290 .... Te TpoheovTo ep® Kat ami” 

391 ovwov ndv) 1’ Widws ev Se[xata] ad ov yap aveotpel aly 
e& tou Kat obvacevs cu auTots SexaTov eTos eat[t] TH... 
nouv . Tactwy €.. Topt ev dexa et[elouy . . (written at top 
of column), 

427 e& plev ot ajAdoe pe” ep® evrrere ws atro T" Spa. wwv 
petoyns Spa....... €l o” amro TNS... ANE... ELTTETE Kal 
o” xpntat ou” S10 o” ypamrreov (written at top of column), 

ab. oTtT OUx.... 

430 ev np.... 

431 .. To vnos 8x 

437 edmxe § errerta 

438 [o]re ayadpa To tepetoy al 

443 ep® ev yepot 
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444 To Tov atpatos ayye’ ep’ tT api oTt & wvopacOn 
452 ..[um]epOerixov tov mpecBior" 


MOG Bb. ni wrecta aes os pnpl erapvov 


wlan erates €lv EK TNS MaKpAS 


478 owvov xa ovt[ov] eOnke a” 
483 0” yepo.v a" ep” § aveBawve Kau c&* To aveBawve 
486 07 travy" Kat To Xow THs NMEpas aM 


490 xe a" o de Tous trap Eewwia Onxev ev T 


These scholia need interpretation at the hands of some one 
experienced in this class of literature. The commentators 
principally mentioned are (1) a“ = Ammonius, who wrote in the 
Ist century B.C. (Fabricius, Bibl. Graec. v. 712); (2) am’= 
Apion, a disciple of Didymus, who flourished under Tiberius 
and Caligula (2b. I. 503); (3) ep’, who is not so easily identifiable 
at first sight. The only author to whom this abbreviation 
would properly correspond is Erotianus, who is known only as a | 
commentator on Hippocrates in the first century after Christ. 
The name ’Epwriavos is sometimes found in the form ‘Hpodvavds 
(Fabricius, vi. 234); but the well-known Homeric commentator 
of the latter name flourished too late (temp. Marcus Aurelius) 
for his works to be cited in a Ms. of this date. This varying | 
form of the name, however, supports the suggestion (for which 
I am indebted to the Provost of Oriel) that the writer intended 
is Herodorus, who is frequently quoted by Eustathius in com- 
pany with Apion (Fabr. 1 515, Lehrs De Aristarchi studiis, pp. 
370—375); (4) €7= Zenodotus, but there is nothing to show 
which of the writers of that name is intended. Who are the 
authors mentioned with Apion in the note on 1, 284 I do not 
know, nor are the readings of the letters in that passage certain. 
7 (schol. on li. 391, 427, 444) presumably stands for ruvés. 
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2. DemosTHENES De Falsa Legatione, §§ 11—32. 


The early manuscripts of classical authors which have been 
discovered within recent years have all been inscribed on 
papyrus; and some special interest may therefore attach to 
some fragments of a vellum Ms. which appears to be con- 
siderably older than any other extant specimen of that material, 
and to rank in age with some of the papyri just alluded to. 
Moreover, though it is not the oldest extant Ms. of Demosthenes, 
being some centuries later than the papyrus containing the 
Third Epistle (Brit. Mus. Pap. cxxxiii.), it is the oldest Ms. of 
any of his orations, containing as it does a portion of the De 
Falsa Legatione. It therefore seems to require a fuller de- 
scription than can be given in the official Catalogue of Additions 
to the Department of Mss. in the British Museum, in which it 
figures as Add. Ms. 34473. 

The fragments now in possession of the British Museum, 
which were acquired with a number of papyri discovered, or 
stated to be discovered, in the Fayytm, consist of four pages, 
forming the two inside leaves of a quaternion. This quaternion 
was the first in the entire MS., and its first page held the 
beginning of the oration. Each page measured 74 inches by 
64, and contained two columns of small writing, with 36 lines to 
each column. No column is preserved intact, but the four 
interior columns are nearly complete, while the four which stood 
nearer the outside edges of the leaves have suffered more 
severely. The fourth page bears the number $ (=6) in its 
upper margin. The writing is a small, neat uncial, slightly 
uneven in respect of the size of the letters, o in particular being 
consistently small. Paragraphi have been inserted by the 
original scribe in the way familiar in early Mss., below the first 
letters of the line in which a sentence ends; he has also added 
a certain number of punctuation marks in the text itself, and a 
few accents and breathings. A few corrections are made, also 
in the first hand. There is no sign of the Ms. having been 
touched by any but the original scribe. With regard to the 
date of the Ms. it is impossible to be very positive. The hand 





248 THE JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY. 


is unlike that of any known vellum Ms., and must be classed 
rather with those of the papyri. Regarded from this point of 
view it is plainly of the Roman period, and both in the size 
and shape of letters and in the general appearance of the 
writing it bears considerable resemblance to the papyrus of 
Herodas (Brit. Mus. Pap. cxxxv.). (I may say in passing that, in 
view of the greater quantity of palaeographical evidence now 
available for the first three centuries of our era, I should now 
place the Herodas papyrus in the Ist or 2nd century rather 
than in the 2nd or 3rd.) No doubt future discoveries will 
enable us to date literary Mss. of this period with more 
certainty ; meanwhile this Demosthenes Ms. may be placed 
with fair confidence about the 2nd century after Christ. The 
writing and spelling are careful and the text good, so that it 
was probably a copy intended for commercial circulation; and 
it may rank (as some early papyrus MSS. cannot rank) as a link 
in the tradition of the true text. 

Hence its evidence is of some importance as bearing on the 
fidelity with which the text of Demosthenes (and collaterally of 
other classical authors) has been handed down; and owing to 
the mutilated state of the pages a simple collation will not 
suffice to show its character, since it would leave a doubt as to 
where its testimony is available and where it is imperfect. It 
is therefore necessary to print the text in full. I have divided 
the words and used capital initials for proper names; but all 
accents, breathings, and punctuation marks are as in the MS. 
Dots beneath letters signify that they are only partially 
preserved, 


pag. 1, col. 1 
$11 ov varep Didsrirov reyou[ ... | 


mep vuov edn Sednunyoprl..... ] 
kar dreEvwv nrALKa THY EXXada Tra 
gay ovyt Tas wdvas adikovot povov 
matpidas ot SwpodoKkouytes Kat 


xpnuata AapBavovres Tapa Vi 


§ 12 


§ 13 


TWO NEW MSS. IN THE BRITISH MUSEUM. 


Aummov: emeLon Tov TavTa TOL 
TevojLevou TOUTOUV TOTE Kal TOUTO 
To dSevypa e€evnvoxotos mept avTov 
TOUS Trepl TNS ELpNVNs pea Bets 

ws Didirmov teurew eriacbnre 
uo Apiotoénuov kat NeomrtoXeuou 
kat Krnoupwvros Kat Tov addXAwv 
Twv exelOev atrayyeAXovTwV 

ovd oTLouv vyles. yuyveTar Tov 
mpecBewy TovTwY Els KAL OUTOS 
OVX WS TOV aTodwaoopEevwY Ta 
UmeTEpa ovd ws TwY TeToTEU 
koT@v Tot Didier: adr ws Tov 
durakovtwy tovs addovs* da yap 
TOUS TpoElpNmEevousS NOYyous KaL 

Thv Tpos Didurmov améyOevav 
ELKOTMS TAUTHVY TEpL aUTOU Trav 
Tes evyere THY Sofav’ [.... ] 
eXOwv Towvy euor peta 7 .... | 
ouvetatte|... louwne mpeo[...... | 


Kat oTwS Tovl..... [a ee ee ee | 


DPUAMCOMED GN co 8 ea woes | 
Kpatnv toAXa wapl.......... | 


Kat pexpt Tov Sevpo ef ......... ] 
amo TNS TpwTNS TpecBl.... | 


Ee your 3 [---]ol.- IeL- Jef..... ] 


WENPAKOS GUT| ......%56- ] 


NODS YAP TOV. GN codes cess. ] 
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col. 2 


§ 14 


§ 15 


§17 


ee a re 
ee Se 
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kee Mpotepov' aval........++-- ] 

par Tov exkdnoiw!......-.-- ] 

ose cane see Chena ee see ene ] 

GOL Sree eveobinin nee sos aeetaee ] 

Kl stnts chs an ater a ae ] 

(2) See ]vevoew 

ex{ ea ae » Jo” xpovor eox[ . | 

Paw es jarns . TOS av aploTa € 
Lier aenes oe ] tHe ecpnvne ove[.. | 

poets er ear Jvov evpey oupf....-- ] 

71 a eg ae (ee ern. ] 

pS RNS are eet owas ct jar eee Al... ] 

oy ergs |rat ovderror’ av ovr[... | 

ME Scie es |noacOar trf...... ] 

Weer ere ] dye Seu ....... we 

fet ge ee Jus teas Bpax[....... ] 


[..]rov nv ov pev ovy tp[.... ]o 
[.. ]yporovnoavrwy vuwr[..... Jus 


eee ]s avrov madw Tovl...... ] 


Ce 





col, 4 


Dl 


§ 19 
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igus Jourar| . |uou pos eae ]é 
ener Jt cuveBnoav Bovro[.... |e 

bane hae jv [. ]utexa axovo|...... |r’ 
rere Jw neopev[....... le 

Paraincg aad Jurns rns eel... case | 


cetera desunt. 
[.... ]oO@ac cuveBovrevov pnde 
Tavta TraGew pnd avaptmpevous 
exmici e€ edXtridwv Kal UToTyYE 
aeow evs ToveyaTov edew Ta 
TpaylaTa eacal’ Kal eTELoa TavTa 
tnv Bovrnv: emerdn Se nKEv 1 EK 
knoe Kat mpos vas ede every 
TapeOwov Avoyivns ovTooL TpwTosS 
nov atavtwv' Kat mpos Atos Kat 
Oewv teipacbe cvvdvapvnwo 
vevety cav TarNOn Aeyw Ta yap 


TAaVTA TA TpaypaTa AVLHVAapEVa 


tpov kav diapGerpavta odkws TavT 


EOTLY NON? TOV MEV aTraryyEednELY 
TL TwY Temper BEevpEevwOVv" N TrEpL 


Tov ev the BovrAne pnbevtwy’ ev apa 


nedherBntes pon arnOn reve € 
pe punoOnvar tapTAnbes a 
Teaxev’ eve S€ TOLOVTOUS AoYous 


Kal THALKAVTA Kal TOLAVTA EXOVTAS 
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7 
aya0a ws atravtas twas AaBov 


$20 weyeto: edn yap new TeTeEiKas 
Diuirrov rav0 orca cupheper THe 
eres ] Kat Tepe tov ev Audixtvocr 


eae ]pe Twy addwv atravTwy’ Kat 


[... ]EnA@e Noyov paxpoy vay 


feast ease Wael 240% Jew vrrep Pw 
Peres eer |rov edn Kar Ta 
re eee eee ee ] pos vas 
rere ]ifero ex Tov eavTwr 
ier are ]Bevpevov Svdw n TpLov 
Boe WPL acess Jovras ovxou Kae 
eo |re[....... ]s ovd evorxdou 
See see Juev trodvopKoupe 
latewiones ee jutas ywpis THS ar 
Sp 5 Re Arr aise aera ]xovoecOar' Bcomlas 


col. 5 (pag. 3) 
Se xav [Idatalas ovxifopel . Jas [ . Jor 


Gea’ Se re XpHwaTa evomTpaTToueva 

ov mapa Pwxewy adra trapa OnBaiw 
tov Bovrevoavtwy Thy Katadyn uv 
tou iepov' Sidakar yap autos edne tov 
Pirurmov ott ovdev ntrov noeBn 
Kaow ov BeBovrevKotes Tw Tats 
xepo. mpakavtwv' Kat dia TovTo 
xpnuat avtw. Tovs OeBavovs etre 


§ 22 Kexnpvyevasy axovew Se Kat Tov 


EvBoewy eviwy edn trepoBnpe 





§ 23 


col. 6 
§ 24, 
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VoV Kal TETAPAYMEVwOY THY TPOS 

THY ToALW oLKeloTnTa PidiTTTMwL > 
YeyevnEeVnY' sweat EYE OTL OV 
NeANOate nuas w avdpes mpecBeus 

ep ous tretroinabe mpos Pidirmov 

THV ELpNnVnV' oVd ayvooumey OTL 

vpers ev Apditrodw dSedwxarte 

oy ey Dirwaros Se tty’ wporo 
ynoev EvBorav tapadwoev’ evvar 

O€ TL Kat AAO SiwLKNMEVOY avTa@L' 
ov nv Tw Tovto ye BovrcoOar[...... ] 
Kat yap vuv POovew TiL........ ] 
TOY GUY WREORE shes ekiP ae Sis ks | 
ord wat mapednro| .......... ] 
ree: GE CTE Sih a BAN | 
wat Soxov pynTol............++- | 
avnp Gavpaetos | .. 25-0. 25: ] 
CORVOS? BVaTTAl occ cewek: | 
ov ednv evdevar' [............ ] 
TL Aeyewv TOUTWY WY [.........--. | 
amnyyeida* Kat Tapact|...... | 
évOev o 8 evOev ovt[l......... meal 
xpatns. eSowv efe[.......... ] 
NeuTwVTES EyNEeval......... | 


: ms 
GYeAaTe” KGL OUTE GK) 64. eee ok | 


BOs ais lv nBovrecbe adra 


mAn|...]uTOs amnyyedKel’ KaL vn 


tous Oeous esxos TL TraQew epoly € 
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§ 27 


col.7 (pag.4) tavta SveEnrOov [.......... ] tevos 


§ 28 
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Soxerte’ Tis yap av nveryeto THAL 
KavTa Kal TolavTa ececOar mpoado 

i ae , 
Kav ayala’ n Tav0’ ws ove ectat re 
YOVvTOS TLVOS ) KaTNYOpOUYTOS TwY 
TET PAYLEVOV TOUTOLS * TavTAa yap 
TAXN ouwat ToTe Sevtepa nv Tov 
UTTOKELLEVOV TPOTSOKLOY KaL 


tov edmidov' of & avtieyovtes 


0xXA0S addws Kat Bal.Jeavia Kate 


g[....]To Tava de Gavpacia a[.Juxa 


kat a[. .|pepovta edox[er..... ]xOae 


cetera desunt. 


Kat ovdevos eXaTTovos |.......]. wa 
THY OT adwpoKnTos vInpyeEV 
Mpoaipeciy aVvTOV TNS TOALTELAS 
avapynobevtes ws mpoBeBry 

pevn Kal atriatos hv Tpos Tov Pe 
Aummov' Thy peta TavTa eEarpyns 
yeyovulay Tiotw Kal ditvav oKE 
node’ evr’ ev pev exBeBnkev oca 
amrnyyelke mpos Uwas ovTos Kal Ka 


Aws exer Ta TeTpayyeva Sia THY 


ae ee ee Cae oe 











col, 8 
§ 30 


§ 31 
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arnOevav «|. .] To cvuphepov tye aI... .] 


a Reger irae | @v ovtos el. ..] wer 
a SUR ae ae en ETA |vnv 
PSEC ie were ak ane eters |v’ exer 


cetera desunt. 


peer ] ov yap ev davros ypnobe 
UMELS ELS TA KOLVA TOAKNAKLS av 
Opwirowct Kal TA TPayuaTa EoTL 
gavra wv n Tors aktovTat Tapa ToLs 
adXous' ovde mrodXou Sev’ eta Paxe 
[..] avorarexe pev oipat Pidewrros 
[ . Juvnywvicavto Se ovtou TovTo 

Se bn See cKxotrew Kat opay ev ooa 
Tns Tov PwaKkewy cwTnpias ere 

Thv TpecBeray NKEv’ TaVTa TavTa 
aT@Necav ovTot Kat diebOerpav 
ExovTes ovxy ws [...] Pwxeas amrw 
Nece TO KAO avTov ToOev Sos Se 

fot TO TpoBovrAEevpa Oo Tpos THY 
eunv atreyyeduay endicato 7 
BovAn’ Kat THY papTupLay THY Tov 
ypa\ravtos avTo ToTEe wa yvwTeE 

OTL EyW fev OV TOTE OLYyNOAaS VU 
adiotapat Twv TEeTpAyLEVOV’ 

arr’ evOus KaTnyopouy Kat TpoE 


wpwv Ta medAXOVTA’ nN BovAn Se 
18—2 
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[...] xwrAvPerca axkovew Trap emou 
Pissierntacecans |] 7 ewnwnoev TovTous 
Beer re | : a .Jecov nEwwoev 
Pees pee ] tour’ ad ov yeyovev : 
Bee ee eae |] wrote pnow | 
beck hee ccrseaisseecr ] tpecBeis’ ovde 
[aetecce Gaia aseels Jatov Kateyeupo 
Bear enor Js’) GAA’ ovtToe memov 
Ron. [eaciiixeuccwes ] Tow mpwTov pev 
fier aera es jcav" extra To mpoBovrAevpa 


[. .|orupsa mpoBevrevpa 


liga warecann |rrawos ovte KdAjoUs 
Pesca ae ae Jevov cori Twy pe 
eects ]s BovAns es Se dynow 


Collated with Blass’ text (Teubner Library edition, 1885), 
the new codex (which, having been acquired from the well- 
known Viennese dealer, Herr Graf, will be referred to as G) ; 
shows the following variants. 


811 adscodor G: adsxodow B. . 
§12 Setypa G: Setyy’ B; and similarly throughout. 
os Ditirmoyv réutrav G: wéwrrew ws Pirsrcov B. 

ériaOnre G: éreicOnte B. 
tovtwy els cai, bracketed by B after Vind.,is retained by G. 
ElKOTWS Tabrqy G: rav’rnv eixotas B. 
$13 avrov G: éavrov B. 
dv mpoeipyinet G probably, with Q marg.: dy dep elrrov 
alpijuct B. 
elrev od Tos G probably : obros eatin B. 
$14 Bpayeis [ele] G: ele Bpayets B. 
§19 éav radnOn G: dv adnO7 B. 
arnO4 G, with SLOY : ran 09 B, after Aristides. 
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rovavra G with mss. and Aristides: rocadr’ B. 
ayabd G with MSS.: tayadd B. 
ws, with r added above the line, G: dof B. 
§20 ~Apudixrioos G: ’Audixriocw B. 
eirrety vrép Polkéwv mpds Pidu|mrov G: om. vrrép 
Doxéov B. 
éautar G: avre B. 
§ 21 . wapd, which is bracketed by B, is retained by G, with 
all Mss. 
dvdaEar G: Siddoxesv B. 
da touTo G: da tadta B. 
xpnpat avTar G: xpyual” éavTo B. 
§ 22 Before 671, cai Néyewv is written, but has been struck out. 
mpos Dirurrov tiv eipnyvnv G: rHv eipyvnv pos Pi- 
Auarov B. | 
Pirlarmat, with éxeivas written above, G: éxeivw B. 
wporoynoev EvBovav G: EvBorav dpordynxer B. 
elvat 6€ Te G: eivas pévtor B. 
TovTo ye G: ye om. B. 
§23 xa Soxdv pytwp G: Kali Soxdv Kal pytap B. 
oltre muctever|v nBovrAecOe adAXa TAH G, with MSS.: 
ovTe Tiatevety EBovrAcobe An B, after Priscian. 
§ 24 wou’ eSoxeire G: Euouye Soxeire B. 
totavta G: tocadr B, with ss. 
tadxa, which is bracketed by B, is retained by G, with 
all Mss. except Y. 
ot & avtiréyovtes G, with MSS.: 0 & avtiréyor B, after 
Libanius. 
Kat cupdépovta G with Mss.: cai om. B, after Cobet. 
§ 27 ovdevds G: oddé B. 
vumjpxev G: varipye B. 
§30 odrAdKis avOpe7os, bracketed by .B, after Sopater, 
Schol. Plat. Alcib. 11. 147 D, etc., is retained by G. 
mapa tots dAXots, bracketed by B, after the same 
authorities, is retained by G. 
eita Dwxéas G: eita cai Pwoxéas B, | 
atrorwrexe G: arrodwrexev B. 
Toute oé 84 G: TodTo 57 B. 
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tov Poxéov G: tov om. B. 

jKev G: ne B, 

Tatra Travta G: Trad? aravta B. 

ama@nece TO Kad avtov G: ama@decev dv kal éavtov B. 
§31 wa yrdte G: iy’ cidH@ B. 

akovew trap éuod [tarnO4] G: axodoa: tadnOh tap’ 

éwov B. 

éernunoev G: érnvece B. 

dnoiv G, with S al.: gyjces B. 
§32 «mparov pév G, with Mss. except A: pév om. B, 

elra TO mpoBovrevpa, bracketed by B, is retained by G. 


Of the 52 divergencies here noted, two (#a7’ in§19 and the 


cancelled «al réyew in § 22) are not to be reckoned as real 
variants. Twelve more (not counting cases of non-elision of 
final vowels, which have not been enumerated) are mere matters 
of spelling, mainly the omission or retention of the v ébeAxve- 
tixov, Which are of interest solely with reference to the prin- 
ciples of rhythm applied by Blass to the text of Demosthenes. 


Three (§ 19 aya6a, § 21 rapd, § 31 eita rd mpoBovrAevpa) are 


cases in which G supports the unanimous evidence of the Mss. 
against arbitrary alterations introduced by Blass in obedience 
to the same principles of rhythm. Two other variants fall 
practically under the same category: viz. § 24 of 8 avtidéyovtes, 
where Blass’ o & aytuAéywv has only the support of a passage in 
Libanius, and the omission of yév after rp@tov in § 31, which 
follows on the removal of era To mpoBovrAevpa. The great age 
of the present MS. renders its testimony of some value as to 
the propriety of the rigid application of the rules against 
hiatus and the concurrence of three short syllables. In no case 
does it support alterations which have been made upon these 
grounds alone. 

Of the 33 variants which remain, seven are cases in which 
the new MS. agrees with the leading extant MSS., as against 
readings adopted by Blass, generally from some quotation of 
the passage in other authors, These are § 12 where rovray els 
cai is retained in almost all Mss., but is omitted, according to 
Blass, in Vind. 1, 7, schol. p. 348, 21; § 19 adn@ G and Mss., 
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TrarnOn B from Aristides, avoiding a hiatus; § 19 rovatra G 
and MSS., rocadra B from § 24(G has rovadra in both passages, 
which will seem to recommend the alteration of the vulgate in 
§ 24 rather than in § 19, especially as tnAvcadta Kal Tovadra is 
the commoner phrase) ; § 23 where adda (MSS.) is omitted by B 
on the authority of Priscian, but since the present MS. is con- 
siderably older than the time of Priscian the balance of authority 
would appear now to be against his reading; § 26 G supports 
the retention of cai, which Cobet deletes, and proves that at 
least the corruption is a very old one; and § 30 zoAddxus 
avOpdrros and mapa Tois ddXous are omitted by Sopater and 
the Scholiast on Plato’s Alcibiades IT., supported by Eustathius, 
all of them authorities later than the present Ms., though 
their concurrence proves the genuine existence of a variant in 
the tradition. In eight instances the evidence of the mss. is 
divided; in § 13 B, apparently with most Mss., has dv dep 
elrrov eipnxet, S and Q ovirep eirov eipynxes (S corr. mpoeipyxec), 
Q marg.. dy mpoeipyxer, the latter being supported by G, with- 
out making the reading intrinsically preferable to the vulgate ; 
§ 21 G supports the inferior Mss. against S in reading avira 
rather than éavro ; § 22 eivar wévtou kal GdXo B, with SLOY, 
elvat pévtot Te Kal GAXO Other MSS., eivas 5é Te Kal GAXO G, 
where either reading could be explained as derived from the 
other through the confusion of Sé and péyv in their contracted 
forms ; § 24 guouy’ édoxeire, the express testimony of G, with 
several Mss. (but not S) appears preferable in point of sense ; 
§ 24 rddXa is omitted by Y, retained by all other mss., includ- 
ing G; § 30 the addition of the article before Pwxéwy has the 
support of FQ and other Mss., but not of S; § 31 dyaiv S and 
others unspecified, supported now by G, dyaeu B, apparently 
with some MS. support, as he does not say that all Mss. are 
against him ; § 32 mpérov pév G and all Mss. except A, which 
omits wév, an omission which is only desirable if efra 76 mpo- 
BovXevpa be also cancelled.; but for this there is no evidence 
except the occurrence of the tabooed three short syllables and 
the fact that the words are not essential and may easily have 
been added. 

There remain eighteen readings in which the new MS. 
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stands alone. Five are cases of simple transposition of words, 
in which the decision as to the right order must generally be 
left to personal taste. In § 12 the transposition of os ®idurrov 
méutrew for méumew ws Pircrrov is a matter almost of indiffer- 
ence, while eixétws tavTny seems to be an improvement in 
emphasis on tavrnv eixdtas ; § 13 elrev odtos for obtos elzrev is 
as nearly indifferent as can be ; § 14 Bpayels eizre appears to be 
inferior to the vulgate efzre Bpayxeis: finally in § 22 the reading 
of G, mpos Pidirov tiv eipnvnv, has the disadvantage of 
increasing the number of consecutive long syllables. The 
remaining variants cannot be classified in groups, and may be 
taken in order. In § 19 édv tadnOy and dv adnOF are very 
evenly balanced ; in § 20 varép Pwxéwy appears superfluous along- 
side of cata @nBalwv, and may possibly be a gloss imported 
into the text ; § 21 dvda£ac is perhaps preferable to diddcKeup, 
the reference being to a single definite occasion ; da rodro is 
perhaps preferable to dva tadra, as avoiding the collocation of 
two neuter plurals which have nothing to do with one another ; 
§ 22 Diriwrw is a cumbrous repetition of the proper name, 
which already occurs twice in immediate proximity, and is no 
doubt rightly corrected in the Ms. to éxeiv, the vulgate read- 
ing ; ®moroynoev can hardly be right, in the face of the perfect 
dedwxate in the parallel clause, and the change of order is 
injurious to both parallelism and rhythm; and the addition of 
ye after rodro is harmless but unnecessary. In § 24 rovadra is 
supported by the repetition of the phrase in § 19, where G (here 
unsupported) concurs with the vulgate ; § 27 ovdevds is probably 
a corruption, and a very natural one ; § 30 cai before Paxéas can 
well be spared, but on the other hand its insertion is less easily 
explicable than its omission; 5é is not required with 67 after 
tovTo ; while 70, if not required with xa@” éavrov, is yet very 
possibly right. Finally wa yore for iv’ «i640 in § 31 is the 
one passage in which a word wholly different from the vulgate 
is found, and here it is difficult to say which reading is to be 
preferred. 

Without, however, trying to decide confidently either for or 
against the readings of the newly discovered Ms, in all these 
passages, it is evident that while they will require to be taken 
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into consideration by future editors of the speech, they yet 
present no variations of a startling character. The Ms. is 
singularly free from obvious blunders, and if it had been intact 
it would have been an authority of the highest importance. As 
it is, the main conclusion which seems to be derivable from the 
analysis of its readings is that we have here a confirmation of 
the general soundness of the text preserved to us in the much 
later Mss. on which we have hitherto depended. In this 
respect the new MS. agrees with all the better papyrus Mss. 
of other authors. It is becoming more and more certain that if 
our Greek classical texts have been much corrupted since they 
left the hands of their authors, that corruption must have taken 
place very early, and must have been due rather to the de- 
liberate alteration of editors than to the ignorant blunders of 
scribes. Whethera theory of such alteration on a large scale is 
probable, and whether, if probable, modern scholars are in a 
position to detect its operations with any confidence, are ques- 
tions which cannot be discussed here, and on which the best 
authorities will probably continue to differ. 


F. G. KENYON. 





ON SOME PASSAGES FROM THE POETAE SCENICI. 


a ’ = / lal O77 , 
vov T, ® Kpatiotov maow Oiditrov Kapa, 
ixeTevouev oe TwavTes olde TpdaTpoTroL 
> s ’ c a ¢.-) ¥ a 
arknv tw evpely nuiv, elite Tou Oedy 

/ > 4 ed! i922 3D \ bg , 
dynunv axovoas elt am avdpos ola0a Tov: 
¢ a > 4 \ 

@s Tolow éurretporot Kal Tas Evadopas 
S Lie a ‘ 
Cécas 0p® pardicta Tov BovrevpaTor. 


Oed. Tyr. 40—45. 


This passage already has a literature of its own, and I 
ought to offer an apology for attempting to add to it. But 
it cannot be said that any one interpretation at present holds 
the field, and I may therefore be pardoned for suggesting one 
more possible explanation of the difficulty. As the passage 
stands, the choice lies between the rendering of Prof. Jebb and 
that of Prof. Kennedy. Against accepting the latter I consider 
Prof. Jebb’s objections unanswerable, and they are stated with 
admirable force in his Appendix. But on the other hand I am 
unable to accept the traditional explanation, which Prof. Jebb 
defends. tas cupdhopas tov Bovrevpatwy does not naturally 
mean ‘issues of counsels’ even if the words were not separated, 
as they are, and it is difficult to extract any sense from focas 
pariora in this context. If we are to find a sense at all costs, 
then Prof. Jebb’s ‘most often have effect’ is probably as good a 
translation as can be given, but I venture to believe that it is 
only because this translation has become more or less traditional 
that it is accepted at all, and I am pleased to see in the Classical 
Review for Jan. 1893 one more protest against accepting as 
satisfactory any interpretation that has hitherto been given. 
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The emendation jacovs there proposed by Mr Herbert Richards 
I cannot accept, though I believe it gives the sense we want. 
But what reason can be assigned for the change of j#acous to 
fdcas? I propose to read otcas for Sécas, and should translate 
as follows; “for I see that among men of experience even 
calamities are most of all dependent upon counsels.” This use 
of ews with a genitive following is a favourite construction of 
Sophocles, cf. Oed. Tyr. 917, Philoctetes 386 modus yap éore 
Taca TOV Hyoupévov where Prof. Jebb translates “For an army, 
like a city, hangs wholly on its leaders.” If that translation is 
applied to the present passage, it will exactly give what I believe 
to be the right sense. And now, lastly, if Sophocles wrote 
ovaas, why was the alteration to Cecas made? Is it not 
possible that facas was simply a gloss on ovaas, added by some 
copyist who did not understand the passage, but who was aware 
that otaas could be used in the sense of €ocas? If this is so, 
it is probable that he was the first to give to the passage what 
has now become the traditional interpretation, and he ensured 
the acceptance of his view by substituting fcas, which can 
only be taken in one sense, for o¥aas which admits of two. 


dots 700 tuav Aaiov tov AaBSdaxov 
/ : > \ b] , / 
KaToLOéV aVdpos €x Tivos Sy@XETO, 
TOUTOV KEAEUM TaVTa onmaively émot: 
Kei pev hoPetrar, TovTixkrnp wrefedov 
> \ > e fa) / \ wv \ 
avTos Kal avTod" meiceTat yap aXXo meV 
aotepyées ovdév, yas & dreow aBraPys. 
224—229. 


Prof. Jebb reads vrefeXcty avrov and translates “I bid him 
to declare all to me. And if he is afraid, I tell him to remove 
the danger of the charge from his path by denouncing himself.” 
If any alteration is necessary, this is probably the best, but it 
seems to me that the passage may be fairly construed as it 
stands if 1. 226 is taken differently. I should translate “if 
anyone knows by whom Laius was slain, I bid every one to 
denounce this man to me. And if he (i.e. the guilty man) is 
afraid, having removed from his path the charge (i.e.,the being 
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charged by others) let him denounce himself, for he shall suffer 4 


nothing else” ete. 

mavra in |, 226 is everyone who knows the guilty man. 
], 227 supposes the guilty man to be afraid of being denounced, 
and invites him to do away with the chance of being accused 
by others, by accusing himself. With most editors I understand 
onuawéero@ after avtos Kal avrod. 


mavtes yap ov dpoveir. éyao 8 ov pn Tote 
Tap, @S av elrw pn) TA oO, exdnve Kaka. 
328, 329. 

Probably no passage in the play except 44—45 has been 
discussed so much as this, but here too it cannot be said even 
now that any one interpretation has gained universal assent. 
Prof. Jebb punctuates as above, and translates “I will never 
reveal my (not to call them thy) griefs.” Now there may be 
justification for the grammar of this, and therefore I hesitate to 
express my dissent, but at present I can find no parallel passage. 
@s av appears to be used for os in final clauses only after an 
imperative or the equivalent to an imperative, and the passage 
quoted by Prof. Jebb from Ar, Av. 1508 7d oxvadevov vrépeye 
avobev, as av un p idwow ot Oeot is an instance of this rule. 
It does not therefore justify taking ws dv jy elarw in the sense 
which he gives it in this passage. I feel too myself some diffi- 
culty in taking raya with «axa, for it does not seem quite 
natural that Teiresias should refer to his knowledge of the caxa 
of Oedipus as Ta éua Kaka. 

Prof. Kennedy takes the passage thus: éyo 8 ov unrrore elrrw 
taua (I will never speak my things) os dv (eizw) however I 
may call them (whatever they may deserve to be called) 2) ta 
o éxg¢nve xaxd lest I disclose your things as evil. The objection 
which I feel to this is that @s dy elw “however I may call 
them” does not give us the sense we require. I venture to 
propose {56 for eizrw, and should translate “ But mine, however 
I may know, I will never disclose, lest I disclose thy evils.” 
Knowledge of these troubles—it is only fair to remember— 
Teiresias has already claimed: almost his first words were 
TadTa yap Kaas éy@ eidas Suddeo’, And if it be fair to press 


a 








— 
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the invidious sense of Evvesdas in 330, we may observe that, 
though Oedipus allows the first confession of knowledge in 318 
to pass unchallenged, when that confession is repeated in 329, 
he is by this time so angry that he at once assumes that know- 
ledge is equivalent to complicity. It will be seen that I take 
éxnve twice over, first with ov uy wore Tay’, and then in its 
own clause. I should suggest that «(dd was altered to efrw to 
provide a more suitable verb to govern Taya. 


GAN ov TL pny eywye TOD NoLTTOD YpovoU 
4, ” »] by A A \ , 
Evvoikos coon’, adAa THdE TpOs TAN 
C9543 \ bY > A / 
Tapeio é“avTiny adiros avava ior. 


Soph. El. 818. 


Dindorf retains the MSS. reading, which must be wrong, 
nor are any of the emendations proposed satisfactory, though 
Hermann’s £vvoixos etoesp’, which Prof. Jebb reluctantly accepts, 
is perhaps the best. I propose Evvovxos és oTow’ as involving 
only the insertion of one letter: avave Bior is strictly speaking 
to be taken with both clauses, but it is naturally kept to the 
end of the sentence to which it chiefly belongs and where its 
position is most forcible. 


ov pn Tpocoices yeipa, Baxxevoes 8 Lav, 
und éEoudpEer pwpiavy tThv onv époi. 
Eur. Bacch. 248. 


A prohibition, says Goodwin, begun by ov yw with the 
future may be continued by dé with another future form, and 
he quotes this passage adding “here wdé continues the original 
prohibition as if there had been no interruption.” But it is just 
this very interruption which seems to me so very abnormal. I 
do not see how Euripides can have written “ Don’t do this, but 
go and do that, and don’t do this other thing.” The positive 
command between two prohibitions seems impossible. J should 
read idov for & i@v, a change which only involves the trans- 
position of two letters, and I should take Baxyevoess as the 
plural of Baxyevows. The sense will then be “Do not bring 
your hand near me, you that have looked on Bacchic rites, nor 
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wipe off your folly on me.” There is no reason why Baxyevaors 
should not be used in the plural; dSpecs occurs once in this 
very play, and as far as I know nowhere else. 


IIE. ove av dSuvaiunyv Ofrvy évddvar ctor. 

AI. a alua Onoes, EvypBarov Baxyais payny. 

IIE. op@as- poreiv yp mpadtov és KatacKkoTny. 
Bacchae 836—838. _ 


Line 837 is difficult, and has been emended in various ways: 
as it stands it does not seem to supply any adequate reason for 
the op@es of the next line. elwa has been proposed as an 
emendation, but even so the sense is not quite satisfactory. I 
imagine that the sound of e/ua and aiuwa would be identical, 
and that Dionysus intends Pentheus to understand him to be 
speaking of efua while the audience will not fail to see that 
alua, bloodshed, will be the result of a conflict with the 
Bacchants. But Pentheus, supposing him to mean “you will 
lay aside your woman's robe, after you have fought,” answers 
opOes, and is willing to admit the necessity of first going as 
a spy. 

One passage from Aristophanes may conclude these notes. 
The difficulty in Aves 337 has been already pointed out in the 
New Phrynichus. The MSS. there give 

TavTa pev Anpels Exwv 
Kapta’ Tas KNavoe yap Hv Arak ye TophOarpe 'KKoT7s; 

How are we to explain the presence of xapra in a passage 
which can hardly be a parody from Tragedy, and indeed seems 
to have no tragic associations whatever? Is it possible that 
Aristophanes wrote yapta? In that case the meaning will be 
“ What nonsense you are talking! you have reason to be glad : 
for how can you cry if your eyes are once pecked out ?” 


HUGH MACNAGHTEN. 





NOTE ON THE FOURTH PYTHIAN. 


It has been more than once pointed out how much the last 
verse of each strophe and antistrophe depends for its striking 
rhythmical effect upon the short syllables with which it begins: 
should anyone doubt this, let him take, say, line 177, éworev 
evaivntos 'Opdevs, and for guorev substitute Oey: or in line 
246, réXecay av wrAayal oiddpou, substitute red£av for Tédr\erav. 

And in this long ode there are three cases, no more (out of 
26), where the first two short syllables are represented by one 
long one: 31 Setrv’ érrayyéAXovts Tp@Tov}, 54 DoiBos auvace 
Géutoowv, 108 AidA@ Kai twatci tywav. Here the ear suffers, or 
but for habituation would suffer, as much as in the substitutions 
suggested above. But has it ever been pointed out that in 
each of these cases the long syllable is a diphthong: and in 
each it is possible by merely resolving the diphthong to restore 
the normal rhythm? This can hardly be accidental. I conceive 
then we ought to pronounce the lines thus: 


Séimry’ émayyéXXovTt TP@Tov 
DdiBos auvaces Oéuioow 
"AioX@ Kal tmatot Tiar. 

Etymologically indeed, as I am informed, the diphthongs in 
question cannot be regarded as dissyllabic: but I cannot see 
that this is any reason why each of the two vowels should not 
have been sung as a distinct musical note. 


1 Mommsen reads déras from his own conjecture, which no one, I believe, 
has adopted. 


R. D. ARCHER-HIND. 





SOME NEW PAPYRI FROM APOLLONOPOLIS. 


In 1892 the Rev. A. C. Headlam brought from Egypt a 
number of papyri. These he entrusted to Mr F. Madan, by 
whose kind permission I have been allowed to work at them. 
Two of these papyri, bought at Esneh, were both longer and 
more complete than the rest, though both were considerably 
mutilated. In one of them two or three lines at the beginning 
were lost, and of the first nine lines only a few letters were left, 
while throughout the rest of the document at least one-third on 
the right hand side had been broken off. But on subsequently 
visiting the British Museum, I discovered that by a fortunate 
accident the missing part on the right hand side from line 7 on- - 
wards was among the large collection recently acquired by the 
British Museum, most of which is as yet unpublished. This 
document, therefore, which I shall call No. 1, is after line 9 
nearly perfect. The other papyrus of Mr Headlam, No. 2, 
which in style closely resembles No. 1, has been broken parallel 
with the writing, not, as No. 1, at right angles to it, and is 
therefore nearly perfect so far as it goes, but it has lost a large 
amount at the beginning, and a few lines at the end. In 
addition to these two papyri I gave a transcription of another 
papyrus of a very similar character, No. 3, which is in the 
British Museum. This also is considerably mutilated, having 
lost about 15 lines at the beginning, as well as about 10 letters 
at the end of each line. The lacunae in it however can in most 
cases be filled up from the other two, while it in turn sometimes 
supplements their deficiencies. 

These three documents are all contracts for the sale of house 
property at Apollonopolis Magna, the modern Edfu, not far from 
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Thebes. In their general style they may be compared to Nos. 
21 and 21" of the Louvre collection (Notices et Extraits, vol. 
xviii. 2), and two papyri, also at Paris, published by Professor 
A. H. Sayce in the Revue des études grecques vol. ii. 131. In 
No. 1 John the son of Pistois and his mother Aurelia Martha 
agree to sell to Aurelius Victor and his wife Aurelia Heraeis 
the half of their house for 12 solidi “according to the standard 
of Apollonopolis.” Appended are the autograph signatures of 
the vendors and five witnesses. In No. 2 the names of the 
buyers and sellers, as well as the signatures, are lost. The sum 
to be paid was 42 solidi for a house or part of one, and the 
pasture land attached to it. In No. 3 Pistois, head of the 
monastery of Abba Cyrus, agrees to sell to Zacharias and 
some other person, whose name is lost, one-third of a house, 
bequeathed to the monastery by Tachymia daughter of San- 
snotus. The sum paid was one solidus and a fraction, the 
determination of which is doubtful. At the end are the 
autograph signatures of the vendor and witnesses. With regard 
to the dates of the papyri, No. 1 was written in the reign of 
Heraclius and his son Heraclius Novus Constantinus on Tybi 
8th 6th indiction. As the 6th indiction fell twice in Heraclius’ 
reign, this would suit Jan. 3rd either 618 or 633 a.D. But of 
these two years the earlier is almost certainly the right date. 
The point at issue turns upon the question, who the Nicetas 
mentioned in line 20 was. The most famous person of this 
name was Nicetas son of Gregoras: he was first cousin of the 
emperor Heraclius, and helped him to overthrow Phocas. 
Nicephorus (p. 5 B ed. Bekker) relates that on Nicetas’ arrival 
at Byzantium, Heraclius avtév domep aderdov yryotov Kal opo- 
tywov déyetar, and made him “ Patrician,” cf. 1. 21 Nieyra rob 
mavevonuov Kat Ureppvectatov tatpixiov. Nicephorus does 
not state when he died, but in 630 (p. 15 B) Heraclius caused 
the marriage to take place between his eldest son, Heraclius 
Novus Constantinus, and the daughter of Nicetas, Gregoria, 
nv 8) Kat mpouvnorevodpevos iv TepidvTos ett Tod avTHS 
matpos. From this it appears that Nicetas had died before 
630, and therefore, if, as is practically certain, he is the person 
mentioned in line 20, the papyrus was written in 618. There 
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is just a possibility that the Nicetas in question may have been ‘ 


the son of the above-mentioned, and as he was not made 
“ Patrician” until 630 (Niceph. 1. ¢.), in that case the year 633 
would be meant. But in the passage of Nicephorus (15 B), 
where his name is given as Nicetas, the text is corrupt, and if 
Petavius’ emendation be accepted, he was simply called “ the 
son of Nicetas.” Moreover, even granting that his name was 
Nicetas, he never attained to the prominence of his father, so 
that we should not expect to find his name coupled with those 
of Heraclius and Heraclius Novus in an oath (see Il. 19, 20). 

In No. 3 the emperors Heraclius and Heraclius Novus Con- 
stantinus are mentioned. The papyrus therefore must have 
been written between 613, when the younger Heraclius was 
associated with his father in the empire, and 640, by which 
time the Arabs were in full possession of Egypt. 

In No. 2 there is nothing to indicate the date, but the close 
similarity both in phraseology and handwriting, which exists 
between this papyrus and the other two, shows that it belongs to 
the first half of the 7th century. | 

The handwriting of the body of the documents is in all 
three cases of a good-sized, remarkably upright, semi-cursive 
character. The signatures in Nos. 1 and 8 are in all kinds 
of hands, uncial and cursive, good and bad. One or two of 
them, which are very rough and uneducated, present some 
difficulties, especially in the decipherment of proper names. 

The texts are printed just as they are, except that the words 
are correctly separated, and proper names have a capital letter. 
There are no stops, breathings, or accents, but the diaeresis or 
a curved line is sometimes placed over « and v either at the 
beginning of a word, or in order to separate vowels, and the 
apostrophe is twice used as sign of elision in No, 3. Proper 
names occasionally have a line over them. Square brackets 
indicate a lacuna, and, where it is not filled up, the number’ 
of dots approximately represents the number of letters lost, 
though the irregularity of the writing, especially at the end of a 
line, renders this often very doubtful. Dots underneath a letter 
indicate that the reading is doubtful, unless it is stated to be 
otherwise, because only a part of the letter is left, 
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Before proceeding to the transcriptions, I must thank Mr E. 


Maunde Thompson and Mr Headlam for their permission to 
publish these papyri, and especially Mr F. G. Kenyon for his 
very kind help throughout. 


No. 1, Brit. Mus. No. 210, Mr Headlam having now pre- 


sented his part of this papyrus, as well as No. 2, to the British 
Museum. 


[tev ovowate THs aytas Kav Cworrotov TpLados TaTpos Kat ULOU 


i 


2. 


Kat aylov mvevpaTos | 


Seats Bactreras Tov] 
yarnvlotatov nuwy dSeatrotov Pr Hpaxdesou 


tiwavr[ns vios Iliotmitos eXays avayvwotns aylas ExKKNN- 
otas Atro\X@vos] 

Kat Tovtiov untnp Avpnra Map@a Obuyarnp Loupouvtos 
ex pntpos Lodias] 

OPI A OD eit hoe KS RAN chi ee Dine had a AR ee A Ose ea 


Iwavvy[s car Map@a ot rpoyeypappevot TrapexovTes vutre]p 
[avTwv | 


NOVO abedo 4s eho eee ees | tTns vroypadovtra 
K[ ac] 

MADTUDIGS aie es ine ieee GU pap|rupovvtwy TH 
mapovon BeBava 

kat atralpaBatw mpacer| tAupnrLots Birrops 

viw Aaviln|rAvov Tavovfel........... Jes YaBuvov Kae 
TN TOUTO 


oupBiw Hpaeidos ex tratpos Zayapias ex pntpos Tepnt 
amo TNS 

auTNS TONES YaLp/ OMoXOYoupeEV NUELS OL TrPOYEypap.- 
evo 

loavyns Kat Map@ns n Tovto wntnp exovTes Kal TreTreL- 
o evo 

avev travtos Sodov Kat poBov Kat Bias Kat aratns Kat 
avayKns 

19—2 
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32. 


33. 
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Kat ov[vap|rayns Kat otala]dn[7rolre KaKxovowas Kat Ka- 
xonGevas 

kat tav[to|s eXaTT@patos Kat Tao[ns vloptmou ept- 
ypadns 

apa Se ermpocapueba mpos Se THs ayias Kal opoovctov 
Tplaca 

Kat vikny Kat Siapovnvy twv yadnvotatwyv Kat OeooTn- 
piKT@V 

nuov Searotav Pr’) Hpakrevov car Hpaxrevov veov 
Kevotavtivouv 

TOV ALwVLwY avyovcTeV avToKpatopwy Kar Nixnta tov 
Tavevpnuov Kat 

uteppulecta|rov matpixiov trem[palkevac onuepov Kata 
TnvoEe THY 

wviax[nv] acgaretav vp Tos mpoyey|pay|uevors Buxropt 
kat Hpaewds 

oupBio Kat KaTayeypadynKeval wYLaKW vow Kat TANPE- 
oTATW TAVTL 

Seomrote|tjas Suxavw em atwyia KaTOYNn amo Tou VuP eT 
Tov €&ns Kal 

aet atravta Sinvekn xpovoy To Umapyxov Kat Svapepov 
np 

VOTLVOV Nulov Epos ato TOU amTNALWTLKOU GUMTTOTLOU 
avewyLevnv ae 

emu i[ Bos] Kat TO nutov Tov aepos av[tov a]ray ev TH 
ouxra TayTope 

Siaxeipevov ev To dwpate THs Torelws] ere Aavpas 
Toiwbwp 

Kal THY avadoylavy nuwY ato Tov muAwVOS Kat TOU 
TETTOV KAL 

peta THs evcodov Kat eEodov Kat avodov Kar Kabodov Kat 
aro TavTwy 

TMV KOWWVLLLALWY TOTMY Kal omoNoyoumEY Tou oLTTOU 
pnde ev pepos 1 SiKacov 

vrronevTrecOat nuiy amo Tov avTov cummociov Kai TOU 
aepos avTOU Kal aTro TavT@Y 

tov Kolwolviptawyv toTwv ws eipnta [...Je[..] eAOov 
els Nas aro Siadoyns 


34. 


35. 
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Ilvatwiros tov paxapitov eyou pev Iwavyns [mlarpos 
euou Se MapOns avdpos 

yevtoves Se TS auTNsS oANS OLKLAS voTOV pun SnuooLa 
ATNHALWTOV OLKLA TOV 

KAnplovjowwv + Kupov Boppa oxia t Bevan Kas pup 
Snpmoova ALBos 

pun Snpmoora ets nv avewktar n Ovpa THs avTns oLKLas 
m ot & av wor 

yertoves Travtn tavTolev Kabws nuels ov] atrodopmevoe 
TTOMATL UTTNyopevoapev 

TULNS TNS Tpos adAHAOUS cuuTredwr[nmev|ns Kat TUVA- 
pecaons petakv 

nHoV audotepwy emt BeBaww Kat apetaberw Noyw ypvcoV 
SoxipLou 

voui[cujatvov evos Siporpov fvyw Arro\rwvos yt! xp/ 
vy’ a,> Movs nVvTeEp 

TedXELay TYLnY avToUL aTrecYnKapEev TAP ULwWVY TwV wVOv- 
bevov 

amro YELpos els yelpas Hnuwv e&€ oLKov vuwy aplOuw Kat 
TArAnpnaw ocTabuw 

em oveot [T]wv e&ns vrroypadovtwy pap|tupw|y mpos Tw 
upas TOUS 

w@voumevous evtevOevy Kat emt To Sinvekes KpaTew Kat 
KUpLeveLy 

Kav Seorrolew Kata tay Seotrotesas avadaipetou Sixaov 
Kal oLKeLW 

kau Sifolixew Kat otxodopew Kat avotkodopew Ka exyo- 
pelv Kal Tapaywpey 

Kat meTaoynpatile Kat exustoOovy Kat evadraTTEW Kat 
veweoOa Kat 

TOE Kal YapicacOar Kat TeEKVOLS peTAd.OoVaL Kat 
KANPOVOLMOLS 

kaTadipravew Kar diadoxors Kar dSiax[ato]yous Kat ypac- 
Oat Tepe avtwv 

TPOTW TAVTL UML APETKOVTL AKWAVTAS Kal aveu“TrOoLTTMS 

BeBailo]uy te Kat atroco8ncew Thv Tapovoay Tpacw 
dia tTaytos 

aro TaVvTOS TOU ETENEVTOMEVOU N AVYTLTTOLNTOMEVOU TOV Se 
€1 €NEVT OLEVOV 
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1 avTiTomMoouevoy Tapaxpnua nues ob mempaxores 
EKOTNTOMEY Kat 

exdix[n|oouev Kat atrocoBnoopev «lav xlabaporromoopev 
TaUvTnV 

THhv Tpacw idiols nuwv avadropace Kar Kwdvvw Kata 
TOV TEept TPAacEws 

kat BeBarwoews vouov et Se acbevemev trepe THv eKd.- 
KNOW Kat 

KaSaporomow TavTns THS Tpacews eTOLWwWS eyomeEV 
Tapacyew vy 

THV eyKepevrny Tyimv ev SiTrw Kas ev tlt] 5 av havernre 
avVaNWCAaVTES 

eis TE oLKOdOUMY Kal avavewow Kat eT[eplay emimederay 
Kal avTa 

ev Outdn ToooTnTL peTa Kal Tov pndev LoxyVELY KaTa 
TMV empepomevwy 

™ Tapovon Tpace adr eh w avTnV Kal Tay peEpos 
auTns Kuplav evar Kat BeBavav 

kaOote Kat eotw emt To Sunveces nvTep aTAnv ypadbeoav 
e€edoueOa duty 

mpos achadeay vuwv atpwtTov Kat atrapaBatov atrap- 
Taxou mpopepomevnv 

ev Snwooiw apyewm yeyevnuevnv Kat Kata [vo|wous TeTe- 
AELMMEVHVY KAL 

els Ta Tpoyeypappeva Tavta eTepwrTnOerTes wwodoynoa- 
pevt 

ev ovomwatt THs ayias Kat Cworrovov Tpiados Tarpos Kat 
VloU Kat ayLo mvEupaTos 

TuBs oydon rns extns ivduxtiovos ev Amro\Xwvos ava 
moneutt 

tiwavyns vios Tverweros ehay avayvaorns ayias exkdn- 
clas 

Amo\Xovos o mpoyeypaypevos eOeunv thy mapovecay 
mpaci 

Kal oTOLYEL ot TaVvTa Ta eyypayplelva ws mpoKerract 

tAvpnr.a Map@a Ovyarnp Loupoutos ex pntpos Loudias 
n Tporyeypappevn 

eOeunv THY Tapovoay Tpacw Kat oTovyer pot apa 
Iwavyny Tov ewou viov 
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74. Twavta Ta eyyeypampmeva ws mpoKertar TPAg LaBivos 
Apaovrsov autnbers map avtns 


75. wUmeypaya virep avuTns ypaypata pn etdvins TiPrAs 


Apuictoparns ron vlos Tov TNS paKap/ 

76. pvnuns [. .] odwpov paptupw Tn Tapoven mpaces autnOers 
Tapa Tov Oewevovt 

77. T@eodocvos vios Tewpyiov paptup tn malploven mpacer 


aitnOes trapa tov Oepevt — 

78. T@Ag Tlaay ara Acov zp/.. papt[pw] tn wapovon 
mpacet artnOers Tapa Twv Oepevwy 

79. tKupwddos IlarvovOiov erays Stakg waptupw tn mpacer 
Kat aitnow twv Oewevovt 

80. TPrAg APovs vios IlavAov paptupw Tide Tn mpacer ¢& 
aiTnoews Tov Oewevwvt 

81. de evou Hpakrecdov eypadnt 


Notes on No. 1. 


land 2. These lines, as the space left in the papyrus between 
ll. 2 and 3 shows, belong to the introduction. It is doubtful how 
many lines are lost before 1, but as ev ovoware x... only requires 
one line (see line 67), it is not necessary to suppose the loss of more 
than one. xo p[: the usual formula, when expressed in full, con- 
tinues after ev ovouate k.7.r., Kat THs Seorowns yuwv tys OeoroKov Kat 
aevrapevov Mapias kar ravtwv tov aywv Baordeas «.7.r., but if pl... 
be the beginning of the name Mapuas, the order is not the ordinary 
one. 

2. We should expect the date to follow the mention of the 
emperor, as is the rule in law documents of the Byzantine period, 
see Justinian Novella 47. But in line 68 the date is given: cf. the 
custom in the first 3 centuries A.D. of putting the date at the end. 
So perhaps it was not given here. Possibly the younger Heraclius 
was mentioned, as in line 19, 

3 and 4. These lines can be restored with tolerable certainty 
from the signatures at the end of the papyrus. 

5. Probably oppwpevor azo rys...... kwouns (or moAdews) vuv de 
rnv ono exovres ev AroAAwvos avw trode. For this formula see Dr 
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Wessely’s account of the Paris Fayum papyri in Denkschr. d. k. 
Akad. in Wien, Bd. xxxvu. p. 113. 

6. mapexovres x.7.4.: a common formula, Of. Par. pap. No. 21, 
line 7, and 21%, line 4; but the continuation of it there does not 
suit what is left of lines 7 and 8 here. 

9. amapaBarw, Of. l. 64. Probably nothing is lost after rpacet, 
a space being left before the names of the buyers. 

10. The name of the place where Aurelius Victor lived has 
probably dropped out, as appears from azo trys avrns moAews in the 
next line. tovro for rovrov, cf. 1. 13. 

11. Hpaedos should be Hpaed:, see 1. 22. The declension of 
the proper names in these papyri abounds in mistakes. 

12. yxatp/ = xaupev. 

13. Map6ys should be Map6a. 

17. mpos de trys ayuas....rpiada. Se=re. 8 and r are not in- 
frequently confused in papyri of this date. There is a mixture of 
two constructions after erwyocapea (1) the accusative, (2) pos with 
the genitive. 

19. @XN=Pdaovwy. Cf. 1. 9 AvpyAvows. The younger Hera- 
clius is not usually mentioned together with his father, but see a 
fragment at Berlin, quoted by Dr Magirus in Wiener Studien vii. 
97. 

20. Nicetas. On the importance of this mention of him for 
deciding the date of the papyrus, see above. 

27. aepos seems here to mean the “ area.” 

28. TowOwp. A parallel to such a collocation of consonants 
at the beginning of a name is Toeupcvet in Pap. Par. No. 9. (Notices 
et Extraits xvii. 2.) It is just possible the second letter is o. 

29. avadoya=‘‘share.” meooov: a structure supporting the 
arch ; see Strabo xvi. 5. 

33. Perhaps [7]epcleAOov. cf. vrapxov.....xat mepeAPov in the 
two papyri published by Professor Sayce in the Revue des études 
grecques ; or possibly eureAfov should be read. 

34, In 73 Iwavvyy is used for the genitive. 

36. 7 Kvpov.... r Bevan: 7 is found in abbreviated documents 
for tov, and apparently it has that meaning here, though proper 
names do not elsewhere in these papyri have the article, and this 
papyrus is remarkably free from abbreviations. 

41. yu] k.7.A. = yu(verac) xp(voov) vo(wiopa) 13. >: this sign for % 
occurs also in No. 2, line 4. It seems to be new. Dr Wessely (I. c. 
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No. XxXvIII.) quotes y as a sign for and pap. Brit. Mus. No. 119, 
line 42, has o for the same fraction. The two short strokes below 
the line appear to belong to the a not to the fraction. ovg = povov. 

43. aAnpnow for rAnpe. 

67. ayo =ayv. Of. No. 3 passim. 

69. «Aax=edaxoros. This and the two following lines are 
written in rough uncials. 

70. aywas exxAyours AzoAAwvos. We should have expected 
moAews to be expressed, but the town is spoken of simply as “Apollo.” 
Cf. Cvyw AzroAdwvos. 


74. PAg = Bdaovios. won| =Tohitys. pakap/ = pakaptas. 

76. Perhaps [IIv]$odwpov, but the 6 is doubtful. 

77. Oewev}. The final -wv is left out for want of space. 

78. ap/, if this be the correct reading, = rpeoBurepos. The next 
two letters look like a 6 or o and p. The stroke after zp may be an 1, 
so that the whole possibly forms a proper name. The faded ink 
adds to the difficulty. 


79. eAaxg diaxg = eAay(toros) Suax(ovos). Kat” = Kara. 


No. 2. 


1 od aes Kabws nues ot arrodouevotr o|t[olula]t[e v7rn]- 
Yolplevoa]ule]» reRys 

2. THs pos adAnAouS oupeepor| nu jevns Kal ouvapecacns 
petaév 

3. nov audotepwv em. BeBarw xalt aluetabetw Royo 
xpucou Soxtijou 

4, vouicpatav tecoapwv Siworpov fvyw AmodAnrwvos ye! xp/ 
v° §,,> movg nvTrep 

5. Tedevay Tiny avto&s amecynkapey Tap VUwWY TMV wrov- 
pevov 

6. amro yeupos els yerpas nuwy e€ o1xov vywy aplOuw Kat 
oTabuw mAnpEL Kat 

7. BeBatwoopwev tw thvde THY Tpaci Kal THY vouNnY TacN 
BeBatwoes . 

8. d:a wavtos amo mavTos Tou emedevoomevou n avTiTroLn- 
comevou Tov Se 

9. emeNevcopevovy  avTiToLNTOMEVOY Tapaxpnua Nmels oF 
TET PAKOTES 
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19. 
20. 
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22. 


23. 
24, 
25. 
26. 
27. 


28. 


> 
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EKOTNOOMEV Kal EKSLKNTOMEY Kat aTTocOoRncomev Kar Kaba- 
potroinaopev 

TaUTHY THY Tpacty LoLoLs NuwY avadwpac. Kat KiWdUVw 
KaTa@ Tov , 

Tept Tpacews Kat BeBaiwoews vowov mpos tw evTevOev 
Kat em. To Sunvekes 

TOvs wvoumevous KpaTew Kat Ku[plievery Kat Seorrotew 
Kata trav Seororteas 

avapaipetou SiKalov Kal ovKELY Kat oLKOdOmELY Kat avot- 


xodops 

Kal exxwpelw Kat Trapaywpelv Kat expioOovy Kat evar- 
NATTEW KaL TOdEW Kal 

XapicacGa. Kat TeKvois peTadidovar Kat KANpovomoLs 
KATANLMTaAVELV 

ka dvadoyous Kat SvakaToyols Kal TayTa amas ELE 
Tparrew eT avTOU 

07a voor emitpeTrovaet Tos aluto|teXeces Seomrortais 
KUPLWS KAL AVETTLKWAUTWS 

et de acbevncoimev Tepe Thy exdiKnow Kat Ka0apoTrotnow 
TAUTNS TNS 

TPATEWS ETOLLWS EXOMEY Tapacyel UuLY THY eyKELpeVnY 
Tynv ev SiTrA@ 

Kat eb TLS av havemnTe avadrwoayTes evs TE oLKOdOMNV 
Kal avavewow 

kat avta [ely durAn trocotnte peti[a] Kat Tov pmdev 


ioxyvewy Kata Tov eudepop/ 

t[n] wLa]plovon mpace:] adr eb w avTny evar Kat Tray 
fepos auTns KupLay 

eat kat BeBatav xa0ote Kat eotw emt to Sunveres 
nvTEep amAnv 

ypad[evoaly eEedopeOa duw rplols achadevav tuwov atpw- 
Tov Kat atrapaBaTov 

aravt[axoly mpopepomerny klar] eis Ta Tmpoyeypaypeva 
mavTa emepwrnbevtes 

wporloynoaluevt Ol. .JaOnxe|. .] e&ntnoapev thy mpoxtn- 
TUKNY wVny 

pn ovpl..... ]uev tpos tlo mlapov ev def......] ev more 
Kalpo n Tap NnuwY N Tapa Tov 
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29. nuov [«|A[npovoluoy eb w nuas [...... |e tuev Tout 
aKupov eval Kat 

30. avoylulpov an[......... louevnvy Kat emt TovTw wyo- 
Noynoapev t 


Notes on No. 2. 


1. Cf. No. 1, line 38, from which I have filled up the lacunae 
here. As far as line 27, No. 2 closely resembles No. 1, though the 
order of some of the formulae is different. 

4, yi] K.7.A. = yu(verar) xp(voov) vo(uuopara) 43. Cf. note on No. 1, 
line 41. provg = povov. 


14, dvemohbue = avoikodope( tv). 
18. afvrojreAeoe. Cf. No. 3, line 33, avroredeou deororais. 


22. euibapose} = euepoe(vwr). | 

23. The lacuna is filled up from No. 1, line 62. The first ewar 
here is superfluous. 

27 sqq. Usually the formula es ta mpoyeypappeva x.t.r. is fol- 
lowed immediately by the signatures. I have been unable to find 
any parallel to the present passage. The last four lines of this 
papyrus, which is made up of more than 50 pieces, are very frag- 
mentary, and in some places have been rubbed. 


No. 8. Brit. Mus. No. 211. 


Sdeeiee Poke OVX Hpaxreov] 


1. [Kale Hpaxdevo veov K@votav|tivov Tay awrviwy avyouc- 
Tov] 

2. avtToxpatopwy Tempakevar on[uepov cot Tw T]ployeypap- 
pevo Zayapia| 

3. Kata Tnvde THY eyypahov wviak|nly acdarelay Kar 
KaTayeypadnKevar | 

4. @viaxw vouw Kat TANpecTaTw TravTL SeotroTe|tas SiKatw 
eT arwovia| 

5. Katoxyn amo Tov vuy em. tov e&ns Kat aele arravta Sun- 


vekn ‘ypovov | 
6. to avnkov xat Svadepov tov avtov ayo” povacrnpiov] 


Tapa] 
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Taxyupias Tys paxapias Ovyatpos Lavovwrov rprrolv 
Mepos atro rns] 

ouKtas auTns THs Kat SvaKkeymevns ev TO vYP@paTe TNS 
m[oNews ...... ] 

Tov aylo certo totrov aBBa Kupov aro edadho™ aypt 
aepos [yeta THs evoodov] 

kat e€000 Kat avodov kat KxaOodov Kat TavT@Yv TeV 
Kowov|iulatwy ToTrer| 

KaTa TO @UTO TPLTOY fEPOS KAL OMONODYW TOV HRoLTTOU 
pnde ev [uepos 7 Sexarov] 

UToduTeta0at Tov avTo ayo” povacrnpiov Sv eyo” Tlue- 
twitos [edaxs Stas Ka] 

MPOETTWTOS TOV AaVTOUV ayo ToTTOU Kal THS SwpEeacTLKNS 


Tapa THs avTns pakapias Tayupias evs Tov avTov ayLov 
tlomov Kat tas] 
auTns Tpocpopas avadedwxa cor map epou evs pectova 


econ S€ yEelTOVES THS AUTNS OLKLAS VOTOU KOLVOS TOLYOS 
petagu autns K[av..... Boppa] 
WOAUTWS KOLVOS TOLYOS aTnLwTOUV Kat ALBos pumar Snpuo- 
cat avewxtar 4 [Ovpa n of 8 av wor] 
yertoves TravTn tavTolev Kabws eyw o atrodopuevos [oTo- 
pate virnyopevoa| 

TLULNS TNS TPOS aAAnHAOUS oUUTEpwYnMENS KaL TUVApeE- 
cao[ns petatu nuwr| 

aupotepwv emt BeBaww Kat apetabeTw oyw yYpvacov 
vopilopatiov eves ..... ] 

fuywo Arroddwvos yt/ xp/ v° ayy,, MOVs NYTEp TedELaY 
Tiny tlov TpiTou] 

pepovs aro THs oiKias Tayupias Tns pakapias avTobk 
atrelo]|y[nxa mapa cov] 

TOU wVvoUpEvoU aTro yeLlpos els yerpas pou e& ovKov gl[ou 
aplOum Kar} 

oTaOum mAnpEel Tpos TW Vu TOUS mTMporyEeypappevous 
Zayapvav [Kat .......5. ] 


evrevOev Kat emu To Sunvekes avTou Tov evpnuevo” Tpi[Touv 
pepous ato Tn] 


4A, 
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otkias THS pakaplas Tayvmlas atro apes aX pL aepos 
kat TlavTwv Tov] 

KOLVOVLLLAL@Y TOTTOV Kal TNS ELTOodOU Kat efodou Kat 
avodo[u Kar Kabodov] 

KATa TO QUTO TpLTOY pEpOS KpaTELW KaL KUpLEevELY Kat 
Seotrole[y Kata Trav] 

Seamotevas avadaiperouv Sixatov Kat orxew Kav Scorxerv 
[kar peracynpatiCevy | 

Kat OlKOdomElY Kal avotKodomel. KaL EKYwWpPELY KaL Trapa- 
xopeily Kat exptoOovr] 

Kal evadXraTTEW KaL TMXELY KaL YapicadBaL Kat TeKVOLS 
petac.[Sovat Kat KANpovopots | 

KaTadumtrave Kat Stadoyows Kat StaxaTois Kat TravtTa 
amA[ws every TpaTTe] 

€T AUTW OTA VOMOL ETTLTPETTOVTL TOLS AUTOTENETL SEoTTO- 
Tats [Kupiws. Kat] 

aveTiK@AuTwS Kat BeBalwow cot TavTnY THY Tpacw 
[kas atrocoBynca | 

dua TavtTos amo Tavtos TO eméeAevoouevov n avTLTrolN- 
a[ouevov tov Se] ) 

ETENEVTOMEVOY N aAVTLTTOLNTOMEVOY Trapaxypnua eyo oO 
mlempakws ......| 

N Kal TavTas TOUS MET EMOU OLKOVOUNTAYTaY eKoTHTw 
[Kae exdixnoo| 

Kat atrocoByow Kat Kabaporroinow TavtTnyv Thy []|placww 
Ld.o1s ou] 

avarwopact Kat KWdU’Y® KaTa TOV Tepl Tpacews Kat 
BeBaltacews vopor] 

et de acbevnoo mept Thy exdixnow Kat Kabapotroin- 
[ow tavtns Tns| 

TPATEWS ETOLULWS EXW TrapacyxeLY cor THY eyKer[ule[v]n[Y 
Tym ev SiTTro| 

kat ec TLS av havens avadrwoas evs TE ¢ bihoxa ay Kat 
[repay emipenecay | 

Kat avta ev SiumAn TocoTNTL meTa Kat TOU pNndev LoyvEL 
kata [Twv eudepouevor | 

™ Tapovon mpaces arr eh w avTHY Kal TaV jmeEpos 
alut]y[s] «[upeay evvar Kar] 
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45. BeBavay Kat evvopov atravtayo mpodhepouevnv Kat ep- 
oy” eS aes Ee ] 

46. ev Snwooiw apxew yeyevnuevnv Kat Kata vomous TleTe- 
Aev@pwev ny | 

47. Kat ens Ta TMpoyeypaypeva errepwTnbers wpmorloynoat 
Ili rwis] 

48. vios Mnva edax/ Svar! Kat mpoectws Tov ayiouv plovac- 
tTnptov aBBa| 

49. Kupov amomAnpovytos to mpoowmov Tov ayiulv..... ; 


50. Kal oTovye mor TavtTa Ta eyyeypammeva [ws mpoKertat 


51. ypawas yeupou eve atredvoa t Hpaxreidy[s .. 2.2.20 + 
52. paptupw Tn Tapovon mpacet akovoas Tapa Tov Gel pevouv 
PG auc beens vios | 
53. Maprtupiov edray/ mpeaButepos paptupw ty taploven 

Tpace akovaas| 
54. mapa tov Oewevov t Opaurs lwondiov eday/ Sian] [rov 


avuTov | 

55. povacrnpiov akovaas trapa tou Oewevov tt Acof......... 
papTtupe | 

56. Tn mwapovon tpace, akovaas mapa Tov Oeyevov t Aw.... 
[waprupa 

57. tn tpaces axovoas tap + PrAg KA... 05 mal....... 
papTupa | 

58. Tn Tapovon mpacet axovoas Tapa To Oepevo t 

59. t 8¢ ewou Kupirro dvax/ Kat cvvadraypatroypagou 


eyevet(o| T 
60. t+ PAs TlamvovOis vios Bixtopos ex pntpos Logials 


61. oa mpace: Tavta Ta eyyeypaupeva ws mpo[Kertac] 


Notes on No. 3. 


1. Cf No. 1,1. 17 sqq. apa de exwpocapefa mpos Se rns ayas 
Kal ouoovelov Tpiada Kar viKynv Kat Suapovnv..... ®N''’ Hpaxdevov 
K.T.A, 


a 
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2. Cf. No. 1, ll. 21 and 22. Zacharias, see 1. 24 below. This 
papyrus corresponds to line 24 onwards of No. 1, and, from line 19 
onwards, to No. 2. Hence most of the lacunae can be filled up. 

6. Perhaps something more has been lost at the end of the line, 
but it is quite possible that rapa was so written as to fill up the 
space, 

7. azo is unnecessary, but it is found when the phrase recurs in 
line 22. 

8. Perhaps zepu has been lost, or else some phrase like em 
Aavpas ; cf. No. 1, 1. 28, ev rw vywpare rys wodkews ere Kavpas Towbwp. 

9. ~at the end of a word after o means v. Cf. car” = xara in 
No. I, 1,79. 

10. Kowvovistowwv : the correct spelling is cowwviptawv. 

12. A Pistois is mentioned in No. 1, 1. 69, etc., where he is said 
to be the father of John, the ‘‘reader” of the church at Apollo- 
nopolis. But as in line 34 of that papyrus he is spoken of as dead, 
and the papyrus was written in 618 near the beginning of Heraclius’ 
reign, it is not likely that he is the person mentioned here, 

13. Some word expressing “legacy” is required to fill up the 
lacuna, 

15. Some word meaning “advantage” has been lost. 

16. Possibly avAns is the word required to fill up: there is only 
space for a few letters. 

17. avewxra: x.7.X.; the construction as it stands is very abrupt: 
probably es nv, referring to one of the puyar dnpwoorn, has been acci- 
dentally omitted before avewxrar. Cf. No. 1, 1. 37. 

21. y: this is the ordinary sign for 3 obols, which is here 
transferred to the notation by solidi and xepdria. It may possibly 
mean 4 or 4, but until a parallel instance turns up, the point cannot 
be decided. Cf. Brit. Mus. No. 27, where F, the symbol for 4 obols, 
appears to be used for 4 xepduio, and no, 99, line 21, where the 
symbol for + obol is used for + xepdriov. At the end of the line avrov 
or eipyevov perhaps should be supplied before tprrov. 

24, This is the only place where more than one buyer is spoken 
of. Of. 1. 23 rov wvovpevov, and 1. 34 BeBawow cou. 

27. Read xowwvipawv torwv. 

32. dvaxarois: a slip for dcaxaroxors. 

34. [kat arocoBnow|. Cf. No. 1, 1. 52, BeBacovy re Kar arogo- 
Bynoew ; but No. 2 in the parallel passage, line 7, has taon BeBarwoe, 
which is also possible here. 
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36—7. The meaning is that the vendor pledges not only himself 7 


but his successors. But the confusion of cases, wavras tous ... 
otxovonnoavrwv, makes the restoration of line 36 very difficult. 

45. eum: only the tail of the third letter is left, and the space 
would allow the interposition of another letter between it and ex. 

49. The phrase arorAypovvtos to tpoowmrov, which must agree 
with aBfa Kvpov. is remarkable. Apparently it means “ represent- 
ing,” the name of the saint following being lost. 

51. yepour eve must be for xepor enats, as aweAvoa is used in- 
transitively. Of. Brit. Mus. No. 77, etc. 

53. This line seems to be written in the same handwriting as 
the previous line; but there is no mention of Heracleides being 
unable to write, and therefore requiring some one to write for him. 

56. Av...: this and the first part of the next line are written 
in a very large sprawling hand, in which the letters have hardly any 
characteristic shape. The proper name might be almost anything. 

57. map: the formula breaks off abruptly, the witness having 
no doubt used up the space allotted to him. I have been unable to 
read the name after ®Ag, the ink being faint, and the letters partly 
obscured by the extraordinary writing of the line above. It is not 
KAavoios. ma may be the beginning of zrartpos. 

60—1. oa mpace.: so the papyrus. Unless oa is the termina- 
tion of azeAvoa or some such word, which would not suit the con- 
struction of line 62, ca must be a mistake for oy, i.e. [77 rapovloy. 
In this case two different formulae are mixed up: (1) that of the 
vendor, which suits ravra ta eyyeypappeva ws mpoxerar, cf, line 50: 
(2) that of the witnesses, which suits ry mapovoyn mpace. There is 
nothing to show what part Flavius Papnouthis took in the contract, 
nor why his signature was added after that of the scribe in line 59, 
which ought to close the document. 


B. P. GRENFELL. 


og 


i ei 


A COLLATION OF FROM TWO TO SIX MSS. OF 
THE REVELATION OF ST JOHN. 


[THE following collations are referred to by Dr C. R. Gregory 
in his Prolegomena to Tischendorf’s Greek Testament (Vol. 111. 
Pt 2, Leipzig 1890). The author of them, the late Reverend 
W. H. Simcox, is mentioned on p. 680 in the following terms: 
‘Mors Simcoxii praematura eo magis nobis lugenda est, quod 
Apocalypsis codices hoc consilio pro viribus conferebat, ut eorum 
familias definire posset.’ Unfortunately no notes have been 
found of Mr Simcox’s attempts at the genealogical classification 
of the Mss.: but New Testament scholars will welcome the 
publication of the collations themselves. References have been 
inserted to Dr Gregory’s Prolegomena, where some account of 
the ss. will be found; but with this exception the collation 
is printed as nearly as possible in the form in which the author 
left it. EDD.] 


Cod. 68 [=Greg. 68; p. 680] Vaticanus 1904, here called u; 
collated throughout, ie. for i. 11—ii. 20, 
il. 16—vi. 9, vii. 17—1x. 5, xxi. 18°— 
xxii. 11. 
72 [= Greg. 72; p. 680] Chisianus R. Iv. 8, here called 
v; collated for i. 1—ili. 17 tolerably com- 
pletely (but see ii, 20), 11, 18—iv. 11 
hastily, and glanced at in v. 1, 9, 10, vi. 
1, 3, 5, 7, 11, vii. 5—8, viii. 18, xxi. 
14, 21. 


1 I am almost certain that this ms. does not contain xx. 1 sqq. Scholz’s 
reputation for accuracy would stand higher than it does, if he had never made 
a worse mistake than to misread xx. 1 for xxi. in transcribing his notes. 


20 
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ss; 


73 [=Greg. 73; p. 680] Corsinianus 41. E. 37, here a 


called w; collated throughout (but see 
ii. 20). Closely akin to 28. 79. 

122 [= Greg. 151; p. 684] Chisianus R. v. 33, here 
called #; collated in the same*places and 
way as v. 

152 [= Greg. 152; p. 685] Vaticanus 370, here called 
y; collated throughout (but see 1. 20). 
Closely akin to 1. 12. 

154 [=Greg. 154; p. 685] Vaticanus 1190, here called 
z; collated for i. 1—iv. 6 hastily. 


I 1 Sa rod dyyédrov] S80 ayyédov (sed superscr. T) w 
2 rod @cod] Om. w pr. m., adtod tod Ov z te] Om. vwaz 
Post efSe vel eidev + kal dtiwd cio Kal &twa ypn yevéoBat v: 
eadem + peta tadra (quae re vera verba Andreae videntur esse) 
Wwyz 3+o0i ante typodyvtes¥v +é€oTe post éyyto w 
4 rod (ante o @v)] 60 x, om. vwyz, sed in w suppletum est in 
margine. y superscriptum habet 60 mpc gw ku Ww YU = =— Kal 
ante o épy. y, sed a m. recenti est suppletum @ éorw Ita z 
et, ut credo, vy. Sed & tantum 2, ray w (sed volgatum est in 
margine) avTov] Tov Bcod w 5 “Incod Xpictod] xv 
ivv —éxkw*x  —oante dpyev y,sed prima fortasse manus 
supplevit ayarnoavTt| ayaTra@vtTe £ NovcavTe] AVoavTt 
vwy, — Kal ALo]voavTe Has 2 (cf. Is. xxxviil. 17) amo] éx vwy 
dpapTi@v] avouiav v 6 ids Bacireis Kal] jac Baor- 
Delay: 2, Hpiv Bacieiav &@ +xal ante avTdu y, sed deletum 
est — Tr aidvov wx 7 dwerac] dvovra: y — avrov 
(post Operas) v  —ém avrov v 8 A...0] drda...@ waz, 
d...dy. Devnonnotavi —<dpy7)xalrérosa 6 Kupuos] xo 
6 OF vayz, Ko 6 Oedcw =... 6 Fv. Kad 6 épydpevoe 6 Travr. y 
—oante ravtr.w 9+0ante’lo.w  —xalante aderddc ay 
—év TH ante Baoir. w ‘Incod Xpiotod (post vrop.)] ev 
xo Ww a TH KaXoupévyn| Kal év The y — dia ante Thy w 
— Xporod (in fine versus) w* 10 éyevdpnv y* oriaw 
pov dovnv] dwvnv dricw pov w 11 —’Eya...érxaros. 
kal, waz: sed —o tantum ante mpa@tos et ante goyatosv = “O7F 


‘\ 


a v tails éxxr, tais év “Acia] tais érra éxxdrnolaw vwoyz 
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eis Ovarerpa] év Ovareipois v, cio Ovatypac y capone y* 
piraderdiav wy raodixiav v wu incipit Sixevav’ Kal é 
12 + éxeZ post éméortp. x érddnoe] eAaAnoek y, EAaAN 2, 
éNarer UWZ 13 Trav érra AvyVIdY] TOV AVYNLOY WY, TOY 
ETTA AVXVIOY TOY Ypvoay U vid] vidv ux, viov in vio muta- 
tumv mpos]évu paotois| paloio wz 14 Aeveai] 
eval Kal v, et puncto inter duo verba inserto wu doe] wo u 
Post épsov punctum habet y,+ Kal 76 évdupa avtrov x = — as 
ante prof w 15 odds avtod buon yarKo riBavw v. Sed 
ejusmodi errores plerumque non notavi 16 éywr] ceiver u, 
Kparav 

éxov Y  avtod yxeipi] avrod tantum v, yewpt avtod wwyz 
—6 ante frAvos wW 17 éreca] érecov vw mpos| éml v 
éréOnne| eOnxe x, EOnxev u thv deEdvy avtod yelpa] THv 
xeipa avtov thy 8. 2, at thy decay avTod tantum ux — pot 
wwaeyZ 18 — Tov aidvey x; in y ea excurrunt in mar- 
ginem — apny vay a&dov kal Tov Oav.| Pavatov Kai Tov 
&Sovunz 19+o0dv postypawovuwy  yiverOat] yevér Oar vwz 
20 dv] ods v4, od0 y ~— dit: Era AVyvias As cides, Ewta]— as 
eides U, —aiv; AVYVial ai érra w# (non repetito éTa). 

II 1—7Té ayyéko w "Edecivns| ev éféow wway (év 
épe est in rasura) 2: édecioy v +Kkc ante 6 Kpatav u 
+ epi post dSeEa wu év péow]| eri v, omittit y, sed ubi 
debuit esse superscriptum est éwi ra vel tds 2— cov post 
KoTov wz  PBaordéar vy érreipaow| émreipacac uy, éré 
(tum in altero versu) pactacas v hack. elvat atroatoXous] 
Néyovtac éavTods aTroaTOAOVG ElvaL WUWHLYZ avTous] Tovs W 
3 éBaor. cal br. eyes, Kal] bropovny Exero Kal ¢Baoctacac us, 
—kai post éyeo tantum w; éBamticac’ (-1Tyoas V) Kal UT. 
éyers, omisso cal, vy, éBaor. cal dia Td dv. pov vr. exeus % 
KexoTriaxas Kal ov Kéxunkas| Kal KexoTLaxac (o in « mutato) y, 


Kal KexoTlaxes V, Kal ovK éxoTlacaT UWLZ 4 °AXN’] adda 
uaz  &yw] éyov w. Mox idem pro mpédrnv scribit av” Hu, et 
similiter a in v. 8 5 1oGev] b0ev v éxmént.| wétT@- 
Kas ux, prynuoveve...[éx]rért@xas omittit w Taye] Tax 
uvwy, nec certum habeo de zz aliter esse pn (ante pera- 
vonaons) in y primo omissum erat, sed a pr. ut credo m. insertum 
7 ots] vodv v = vexov Tu] vexovts vw hic et v.17  —péow & 


20—2 
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Tov Tapadeicou| TH Trapadeiow «x, rot mapadeiows y (8 superser. 
am.altera) +ov post @eod uxz 8 — Kai TO ayyéro & 
exxAnoias Xpupvaiwr] cuvpvaiwy éxxdrynoiac w, év opupvn ék- 
KAnolac uryz, éopvprn éxxrAnolac V 6 ante éryaros in y 
videtur post reliqua scripta in versum insertum fuisse efnoev | 
é&noe mp@Tos w (ex commentario in textum irrepsit) 9— Tp 
ante rrwyelay wy =9 TTwxelav|TeviavY —TrAOVaLOs SE] GAA 
TrovVaLoS UvWxYyZ + é« post Brachnpiay va, + cov ek u. 
Certum habeo é« in ceteris deesse Iovd. elvar éavtovs] 
éavtovs i8bai8o elvar w 10 ad] dw Tacyew]| tabeiv x 
+87 post idod xz Banreiv] Badrciv x, Badrew uvy é& 


a ‘ ° 
bpov o iaB.] é& aoe o 6. y (notas a pr. m. credo adpositas : sed 
o videtur postea esse insertum, ut in v. 8): 0 duaBoroo é& 
buoy wwxz éFere| éFeras v, yetau y 11 rod Gav. Tod 


Sevt.] 78 6° Oavat: w (ubi videlicet spatii curam habet scriba) 
13 — 70 ante dvoua u ovx (ante jpynow) in ovr’ (ut videtur) 
est correctum a m. altera in y —xal ante év Tato ipépaio 
uvwayz avteiras x, avreimas per compendium w et, ut 
videtur, y* +xal ante 6 wdptuo pov u — 6 bis, ante 
paptus et ante muioTos, v —povv + 6tt Tao pwaptvo TiC- 
too (profecto ex commentario) y —dsu kat. o &.] o 
catavac KaToLKel UvwayZ 14 — AX’ éya...éxeus exe? 2 
(nempe a xatovxei ad éxe? transiverat oculus) dda non eliso a 
habent x  év7@ Baddk] Tov Baran wwaz, Baradk », év THe 
Baraap tov Barxaaxky Bareiv] Badevw sine accentu v, BarrAciv 
(sed uno versu Bad, altero Aeiv) w +xal ante dayeiy ux 
15—rtrdvu = pad] opoiweo uxz et per compendium w; opoiwc 
0 pice Y, NY pLo@ V 16 + ovv post wetavdnoor ux (ceteri 
om.) 17 haryety amo tod pavva] Tod pavva dayeiv u; hay. 
amo Tov mw. ToD Kexp. Kal hic om. x, sed post AauBavwr addit 
kal SW@cw avTe ToD pavva TOD KEeKpumpévou éyvw| older 
uvwyz. De «x non pro certo cognovi 18 O@varnpos vwy, 
Ovateipn 2 —avrod prius y 19 xal tHv ayarny Kar 
Thy Siak. Kal THY Tiotw] Omnino om. a, Kal THY ayarny Kal THY 
miotw Kal thy Scaxoviay wwyz, Kai THv Siaxoviay Kal tHv 
ayarny Kal THY wWicTWY —Kal ante Ta érxata uvwaz, sed y 
habere credo 20°AAN’] dAXa uw ~—S Oya] TTONAA wW, OM, 
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unt, —dd{Lya Ott ds V, — cou ddiya OTL easy — eas] dela wwz, 
neque aliter credo « + cov post yuvaixa uwz, nihil 
addunt vay  elaBenwway, lebaBer vz —- THhv N€yovaay] 7) Néyet 
UWHE In uw folium finitur ad éav, et desunt omnia usque ad 
i. 16 SidacKew Kat trAavacAat| Kai SidacKer Kal TAaVA 
Tove #2, Kal SidacKke: Kai TAaVG vwy. Hos tres etiam credo 
rovs habere, ad id non notavi _— «id. dary.] haryety cidwrdbuTa 
wayz. v volgatum habere credo 21 petavonon| -ce z 
éx THs 1m. avThs, Kal ov peter.] Kal ov Oéreu (BéXn &) pe- 
Tavonoal é€k THS Topvelas avTHs waz,—Kal ov peTevonoev y 
22 —éeyo vwaryz avTav| avTns vxz 23 amekteva w 
24+éydanteréyo x2 Kal (ante AoTols)| Tots vwayz OvarTn- 
pots vwy Kal oltuves] door w, at oftives (sine Kal) vey 
Babéa x Bare] Barro vway bpas| nuds «x 25 av 
HEw| avoiEw x 27 ws] Kai v ouvtpiBetar] cuvTpiByce- 
TAL Wa Tapa] aro w 28 aotépav «x, mpoivor v. 


III 1+éra ante mvata vwryz —Td vweyz ort] 
Kal @ Celio y*, Hv YU 2 otnpi€ov] otnpiéwv y*, oTnpiocov 
“LZ, THPNTOV W Ta NouTral Ta LKpa V pérXEL] Ewedrov wy, 
Hwenres V, WeAET &, Ewerres Z aTrobavety| atroBadnev vx, atro- 
Bareiy z + pou post Ov waz 3 —xal HKovaas, Kal 
Thper x, at—xal ante tHpec tantum v —éri oe primo wy 
4 "Eyes ddiya] “AXX’ Evers Oriya wWaxz, ANA oriva Exets V, Kab 
(hoc deletum est) éyeus drlya y —xai ante év Laps. waz 
a| of v 5—o vinadv y ovTOS] oUTaS Z é£omon. | 
OMONOYHT@ VWY 7 drraderdia y, piraderdévas v (quamvis 
éy praecesserit) KrEtba] KAELY xz KNelet (prius)] KAEloes V, 
KrEL@OV W kretet (alterum)]| «AEelwv vy, 6 KAEL@Y W avowryer| 
Ita v, avoiywv w. In wz autem totum locum ita legimus: o 
dvotywv Kal ovdels KXEloEL AUTHV, Ef fL) 6 ‘dvolywv' Kai ovdels 
avot&et 8 jvewyuevnv y _—s kal (ante ovdeis)] fyway  +ov 
ante psxpav w 9 didwpe] Sidwmpai cory; est rasura trium 
fere litterarum inter dé et dpe in y édov (alterum)] Kai vy 
n&wor| nEovor wy* TpOoTKUYHTOUGLY W, ¥ VeYO -waoLy eX COr- 
rectura pro -ovow habere hic non tam certum est 10 zrv- 
pacuov (et multa ejusmodi) v — Tis of. SANS] TY OlKovpEVnY 
odgV V 11 —'ldo00. vay 12 — cai é&w...1roXEws TOD Oeod 
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pova ém avrov] ér a’té vw =} xataBaivovca] } Kata- 
Baiver xz 14 éxxdrAnoias Aaodixéwr] év Aaodiccia exxdy- 
clas wy, év Naodixelas v — kal (ante aAmOuvds)]6w apn] 
atapyy) Ww xKTicews| KTHTEwWo Y 15+ 7s ante cov y, 
sed erasum est eins] nc vway, ela y; qui quidem ante 
@pherov k.7.r. habet ovtwo btu yriapoa el. kal dvTe Ceaotdc. aUTE 
ywuxpoc: ex confusione, ut videtur, de textus et commentarii 
limitibus 16 —odtws bri yALapos ef Kal ore Leatds v, ita © 
ut legamus dpedov Yruypds ns 7 Ceatds ddte Wuypdos MéAXw ce 
éuéoar Wuyxpos ote Leards] Ceartoc, ovTe Wuypos. waz. De 
vy videsupra Inv folium incipit wérXr.@ ce aipéoas 17 ré- 
vets] Néyerv  — OTe ante wrovcLOs y — Kai ante ovdevds v 
ovdevos] ovdéevy éidasve +oanteérecwwdouxz —mTap’ 
€uod ux, post ypvoiov ponit z. Huc usque va integri collati 
sunt 18 wepiBarn]| wepiBadrAnp v et ut videtur w Kan- 
Aovptov &yxpicov] Ita z et ut credo y: Kodrvpiov &yypicor v, 
KordUpiov wa éyyplon ux, KB8rS8piov éxpice (fortasse pro éy- 
‘xXpioar) w 19 &r\woov] Ita z, Enreve ux —ovtv w 
20 In w post mweravonooy e commentario in textum irrepsit 
BaBai ris piravias Toon ayabornte 6 éyxoo (lege édeyxoo) 


Kéxpatat Kal Kpovw| Kpov@ (i.e. Kpovmv) & aKovoe Y 
+xal ante eioedevo. Uxz eloeA eVowpar VY 21 Kabijoas 
et éxaOnoa w= — ev TH Opovw pov w. 

IV 1 dvewypévn ww — ante mpoTn vw Néyouca| 
Ita z, ANéyou ux 2 Tod Opovov] Tov Opovoy ux 3 — Kal 
6 Kad. ny Uvwayz laomids| iaornds w, iaridos v cap- 
Sive| capdiwo uwaz, capdiov v —ipis] lepets ws kK OO ev] 
KUKAwOev (ultima syllaba compendio scripta) w dovos| 
Optos V, Omolws x, Omoia uU =  apapaydive] cpapaydivou 2, dpaci 
opapaydSlvev «x 4—Kai ante cuerA. «  xKu«r0ober] Ita u, 
KUKAwODEV V, KUKNO W Opovor] Ita vwayz, Opdvovs w _— ei. 
Kai tTéaa.] eixoot Téeooapes @, KA uvwyz —Kai ante émi Tovs 
Op.a —eldov uway; habet z: dev vide infra —rTovds wy; 
habet z et procul dubio wa — ix. kal téoo.] KA wwyz: de w 
nihil notavi. eldov rovs...caOnpévouvs omittit v —év w: 
habentvaz  —éoyov wvwayz 5 — Kai é« y* Bpovrai 


kai poval] Bpovrai Kat poval y, dwval cal Bpovrai uvwaz 
+ avTod post Opdvov wwaz. Dez ultra hunc locum nihil cogni- 
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tum habeo ai] Ita ww, &@ y elo. TA] clot y, elow uve 
6 + Wo ante Odracca wwe téaoapa fa] § fda y, fda téo- 
capa w opOarpmadv]| opOarpois w —xal ante dmicbev v 
7 70 € 7d mpe@tov| To mpwTov Caov w éxyov] Ita x, sed éywr y 
—7To ante mpdcwrov ux ws avOp.| avOperov uz = — Edov 
post rérapTov u TETOMEVO UVE 8 + Ta ante Técoapa uw, 
sed non vay: y habet 8 = xa? éavtd] Kabev aitav éotoc u, 
nad &v adtdv wy, cade tantum va elyov| éyov uve, xav y, 
eyes W Punctum post cvxr0Gev habent uy — yéwov ra Ita 2, 
yéwovuosy wry opbarpar] 6POarpove w et per compendium v 
AeyovTa] Neyo x, AéyorTes uvy et per compendium w = yoo 
novies wu, sexies (per compendium scriptum) « —6 Beds w 
—o ante épyduevoo y* ut videtur 9 Sac0ver] Sdécwor y, 
décor we +7Téccapa ante Coa u 10 etx. nal téoo.] 
elxooitéccapes wv, Kd wy — évoTrioy Tod Kal....TdY al@vean Y 
TpooKkuvovat| TporKkvvncovat UVWE BarXrover] Ita w et ut 
credo y, sed Badodou wx 11 Kvpie] KE 0 OS Hyuady vwy, o 
KUptoc Kal o 0G nuadyv Oo aytoo u et pluribus compendiis « 
etal] joav x Huc usque va aliquatenus collati sunt. 

V 1—k«ai ante cidov w = 6 ria Dev] Stig Gev y, qui punctum 
habet ante éowOev, non post bmicbev: eEwdev wow o’ 
pro érTa w 2+ év ante dovh u éoti a&.| a€ioc tan- 
tum y, ad&io éotw uw 3 édvvaTo u +dvw post 
ovpaveuU ovde] ove ter wu 4—éyoy  Todda] Todd ww, 
monol ¥ — Kal advayvevar ww 5— av ww: habet y (0 
et altero versu 0 ov) AaBis] Sad y, david u, rod da@5 w 
avoifa:]0 avoiyovu = —Avoaruwy — érTaw 6 — Kal 
idod wy: habet wu 8 pro tecodpwv y +xal év perw ToD 
Opovov kal Tdv Tecodpav Cowv post Cawv w; sed punctis haec 
duttoypadia notata est EsTNK@S pro -Kos y* € pro émra 
bis ¥ —xai ante ddracpove (sic pr. m.) ¥ of] au 
—érra tertium y tov @cod wvevpata] mvata ToD OV wy 
Ta aTreaT.|] AToTTENNOMEVA U 7—70o BiBriov wwy 8 «- 
KoalTéos. | Ke wy érecav y* KiOapas|] KiOapay uwy 
elow ail eioe U 9 dover uwy (-ce bis in fine et in initio 
versuum y*), quamvis in wy vocalis subsequatur @d7v Kcawnv] 
Kany wonv U TO Oc@ Huds] Ita w: judo Td Ved u, — TH 
Oco v 10 Huds] avroda uvwxy Baotrevoopev| Bact- 
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Aevcovew ww, Baciesouca y, Bacirevovoew x 11+ as 
post sKovca wu ~— ku AODev] KUKAW Uy + avTod post Apo- 
vou w +kal hv 6 apiOuoo avtadv pupiadeo pupiddov wwy 
12+ 7ov ante mrodTOV U 13 «rica vel fortasse «rjya y* 
—T@ ante ovp. w év TH Yn] emt THe yho uy, eri yAs w —a 
€oTt W, boa éotl. wv mavta] kal twavtac w: y volgatum 
habere credo +xal ante jxoveau  _—AéyovTas] NeyovTar u 
Tod Opovov] TO Opovw u: in y dubitaveris utrum tov Opovov an 
tov Opovoy scriptum sit, nisi quod articulus accentum circum- 
flexum habet 14 5~* pro réccapa y = +- To ante any u 
(non 7) —€ikoolTéoo. Uwy érecov wy — Corte... 
aidverv wwy. 

VI 1—y/lav y, duae primae litterae erasae (ita ut nunc ‘av 


tantum legeris) in w +émra ante cdpayidor u 5” pro 
TEecoapov Y as b. Bp. "Epyou] as dav) Bpovtis épyou u, 
sed épyou os dav) Bpovris:i—w —xal Brére wy, sed kat 
ioe Uva 2 avo (prius)] avrov wwy 3 thv Seut. opp. ] 
Thy oppayida thy Sevtépay uy = — Kal BrErre VwHY 4+ Kai 
eldov ante kal é&f\Oev u = rupdan uwy ~— av T@ ‘(primum)] 
avta ww — dro] - x uw, sed omnino omittit y | —«ai ante 
iva w ohatwou) opdkwow uy, catrarpakwou w 5 ore 
HV....4KOvea] HKOVTA avewypéevna THe y' opparyio’s w Tpitnv 
odp.| shpayida thv tpitny u, oppayida thy Tpitnvy — Tpitou] 
ywu,lvy  —xal Brére vwy, ide proBréreux — Kaieldoy 
ux: x scribit épyou’ Kal ise cal idod, et in Se est rasura = av TT | 
avrov wwy 6+as antedovnyvy Teac. Sowy] 8 Swor y* 
7 5~ pro rerdprny w —doviy u 8° pro reraprov wy 
Aéyoucav] Aéyovtos U —Kal Brére wy, ide pro Brére uva 
8—Kai cidov u —avrov prius ¥ dx. pert avTod] 7Ko- 
NovOe: avTo u avrois] avT@ u amoxt. éml TO TéT. THS 
yhs] ért 7d réraptov The yo. amoxteivas u, emi TO TéTapTov 
pépos THe yho atoKteivas w. y habet idem quod uw, nisi quod 
est una littera erasa post térapTov 9 In wu folium termin- 
atur in verbis xal Ore jvor£ev, et desunt reliqua usque ad vii 
17 é pro méumrrny w, &” y + Tov avwr ante Tav érdpay- 
pévov Y 10—o ante adrnOivds w, supra versum habet y 
11 é300ncav...revxai] e500n 4 Exdorm avTady aTodH AEvKH w, 
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€500n avtoia éExdaoTw oTOAN AEevK?) Y et (nisi quod €60On avrjs) v, 
€560n avtols oTOAN AEVKD L avatravowvtat| dvarravcovTat Ww 
TrANpoTovTat] TWANPwToVeL W, TANPOTWOL LY, TAUPOGOGN ut 
videtur (= 7Anp@cwor) V atoxteivesOat| atroxrévecOar w, 
dtoxtavecOar vel -xtaiverbar y* 12+ «ai ante dre 
jvorkar y —idovwy  +6An post cedjvnw 13 érrecov 
w et ex correctura y Barner] arroBarrer w — pweyarou y* 
+o ante ovp. wy amey. @ BiB. cir.] eireiceTo (vel eiduo- 
comer) ws BiBrlov y* elALoaopevov] etdtcodmevor WwW 
15 wr. Kal of xur.] yerdiapyo Kal of TAOVTLOL WwW ~—_ BvarToi] 
ioxyupot w — mds ante érevd. w 16 wrécate w. 

VII 1 efSov réoc.] tov 5 y +xai ante xpatodytas w 
8” pro réscapas ante dvéyous w 2 avaBavta] advaBai- 
vovTa WY odhpayisal odpayisas y 3 dypis ob odpay.| 
dypt oppayicwper Y, cypis av oppaylowpev w 4 rov ap.] 
TOV apiOpav Y 5 Post ovda, dHdexa plene scriptum ha- 
bent wa: sed postea undecies 18’ w. Cum fovBip, dodexa 
ponit x, postea 1A’: vy semper dddexa. ‘PovByv] povRip vel 
-Biw we et ut videtur y, povBryp v 5—8 A vad usque ad 
iwond novies deest éoppayiopévor in wy, in v decies deest, a yad 
usque ad Bev., in # legimus post fovda dHdexa yir1ades (es 
compendio) éodpayicpuévar, tum deest é€odp. semper usque ad 
Beviauiv. Praeterea desunt ['ad,’Aonp et NepOary sed in mar- 
gine suppleti sunt +xal ante é« . aonp et ante é« d. Ca- 
BovriOvy pavacnsimplicic y 9-—avTovw = a TH TES] 
éoTOTAT W meptBeBrnpévor| meptBeBrnpevovs W, -vors Y 
ghoivixes] hoivixac w 10 xpdfovres] xpafover y, xpalovar 
Kpavyh Kai w Kal. ...nuOv] TO OG Hudv TO KaOnwévw eri 
Tov Opovov w, Tht OO Hudy N. TO KAOnueva eri TO Opdvar y 
11 éotynKecayv] ciotHKevcay Y, eloTHKnoaY WwW émrecav Y 
Tpocwoyv| Ta Tpocwra w —1 ante evyap. y* 12 De- 
sunt omnia post prius aunv in w 13 crodds Tas NevKAS] 
NevKAaS TTOAAS, W 14+ pov postkewy —elaré wor] elorev w 
oToAas avtov alterum] avras wy 15 + Kai ante dca TodTO w 
oKnvece| KaTagKnYedeEL W 16 rewdaowow et Supjoow y 
— ére alterum ¥ — HrALos ovdé Trav Kadpa inter duas paginas w. 
Hic prope in commentario est ovdé pu) wécy...7av Kadua, sed 
id in textu non nisi casu omissum videtur. Idem postea bis terve 
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factum est: vid. ad xv. 1, xvi. 7 17 Incipit u verbis re re 


To apviov TO avapécov] ava pécov u, dv@ pécov W Tol- 
pavel| trowmaiver uv odnynoet] odnyel u fécas| Lono ww 
amro| é« u. 

VIII 1 Epro éB8dunv y +xaiante éyéverou 2 +700 
Opovov ante tod Oeod w 3 Td Ovovactypiov| Tod Ovcrva- 
oTnpiov ww NBavetor| AUuBatov w Soon] Sdéoes ww 
5 70] rov wy et compendio w avTo] avrov ww, a’radv y (qui 
paullo ante AiBavwrwr" habet, et éyéuncev). Nescio an é« in wu 
erasum sit éryévovTo] éyéveTo u d. kat Bp.| Bpovral Kai 
dwval u 6 € pro érra bis y +oi ante éyovres w 
éroiuacayv y; qui plerumque cadrnyyac, éoadrneev et similia 
scribit 7 —ayyedos u pemrywéva] wemuypéven (1.€. -pé- 
vov)y +évanteaiwatcuw €BANOn] eBrAnOncavu +x«al 
TO TplTov THS Yyns KaTeKayn post yiv w, et (nisi quod KaTexater 
pr. m., -<dm corrector) y. Kal TO Tpitov THs ys Karexan habet 
etiam wu, sed hic x. tT. tp. Tdv Sévdpwv kat. omittit  KaTexan 
alterum] «an tantum u* 8 + pépoc post rpiroy wu 
9 + épos post rpirov priusu — Tay ante év TH Oar. w, — Trav 
év 77 Oar. y  StepOapn] SvepOapnoay wy 10 In y est 
rasura trium fere litterarum ante tév trotayev + Tov ante 
voaTov wwy 11 +o ante ay. ww yiverat] Ita y: 
éyéveTro WwW + THY VOadTwy post Tpiroyv uwy + 7év ante 
avOp. wwy 12 tva cxoricOy] Kai éoxoticOn wu In wu 
folium terminatur in «al 7 7, sed alibi invenitur in quo contin- 
uatur pépa pn palvyn] iva pr) palvn w, ovn Epawev u 
13 ayyédov] Ita vwy: aerod ux TeTOMeVvoU UW pecou- 
paviopate ¥ + tplo post weydry w oval bis tantum ¥ 
Tois KATOLKODGLY] TOVT KATOLKODYTAaT WU 

IX 2 ws] doep u peyanrns] Kavopévne u In y est 
rasura inter o et 7ALos 2,3 —Kxarvod tod ppéaros, Kal éx 
Tov u* 4 éppéOn avrais] éppnOn avtoica uw = —povous uw 
— Tod Oeod wy To’ peToTO@V N: N in TOY OMiserat m. pr. 
—avTav wy 5 avrais] avtoio y Bacavicbacr]) Ita 
(nisi quod -ow) u: BacavicOnoovtat y Post pijvas évte, 
ut credo, deficit w: sed non locum satis clare indicavi bray 
maicn] os drav méon W 6 ovy evpyoovew] ov pr) eUpwow 
wy  ev&erar] pevyer y 7 wo ante orépavor in y supra 
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versum scriptum est, sed ut credo a pr. m. 8 —joav w 
10 —jvwy 19 eEovola avrar] éEovciay w 11 éd’ av- 
TOV] én avTav uy Imperitus quidam in y supra Tép (sic) 
ayyerov thao scripsit daivova et alibi ejusdemmodi alia, quae 
passim exscribere haud placet "ABaddov] aBBader vel 
aBaadav, ut in nota ad marginem, y: aBBadav w Kal év| 
év 66 w Supra azoAdvor superscriptum est POeipwr in y 
12 amnrOev] twapnrOev w —éry 13 —Teocapwov w: 
habet y +Kxexpayotoo post Kepat, W 14 = pro &rT@ 
y*, ut videtur Os eye] 6 €ywv wy Uterque ante haec in- 
terpungit, ita ut scribae “Qui tubam habes” intellexisse 
videntur 8 pro réscapas et -pes hic et in v. 15 y 15 7- 
Toacpévot| érouu. y* ut videtur, tponTommacpévos W + Tv 
ante nuépav w + pépoo post tpirov w 16 + 7dy ante 
oTpaT. WY dvo pup.| Sucpupiadeo ¥ — kai ante jKovca 
wy. In y vero aliquid scriptum erat quod nunc celat "H«: non 
credo tamen «al unquam adfuisse 17 — avrév post oto- 
patov y* 18 vo] ao y, amo w + rAnyév post 
TpLov W amextavOnoay in y tres ultimas litteras erasas 
habet, ita ut arexravOn restet. — €k TOD...€K Topevopévou 
y*: id addidere duae manus (ut saepe factum est) altera supra 
versum, altera in margine —éx ante Tod Kamvod w: habet 
autem ante tod Oeiov Tov éxmop.| Tav €K Tropevowévav wW 
(sed wy bis per compendium) 19 ai yap...ciow] 7 yap 
éfoucia Toy immav, év TO TTOMATL aVT@Y EoTL Kai év Taio 
ovpaia avtav w: ‘H (hoc in litura) yap éfoucla avtav. év 
TOL OTOMATL AVTOV eoTiv. Y 20 ovre (ante pertev.)| ov w 
+a ante eldwra wy —Ta ante AWGwa w dvvatat| 
SvvayTar wy 21 Kkreupadtor] KrAaTov wW 

X 1 — ardor w ipis] tpuv w + avtod post xeparis y 
— kal TO TpdTwTroV...1ddEs aUTOD y* 2 BuBrap.| BuBrL- 
Saprov w ~—s THY Oad.| THS Oaracons Ws THY yv] THS yHs WY 
3 —txpatev...cal bre y* ai Era] € (omisso al) y 4 dre] 
doa W = —Tdas hwvds éavTav wy NMENAOV Y — por wy 
€ pro érra y pa Tadta ypawys| peta Tadta ypddeo y et 
per compendia w 5 + tv deEvav post avtod w 6 — Trav 
aimvev Yy —Kal THY ynv Kal Ta év avTH y, at w post ovpa. 
habet «cal thv yhv Kal ta év avtois (sequitur Kal tv Ban. 
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KT. ovK éorat Ert| ovKére torat 7 AX elisoad — 
a. 


wy ¢ pro é86. y wErAXD] weArEL W ws] ow evny- 
yédice] In y est unius litterae rasura in evynyyéduoe: ednyyedt- 


Tovs 
gaTow ois éavT....rpopytais] Tovs EavTod SovrAoVa mpodr- 


tao y ubi tovs addiderunt duae manus, quarum una fortasse 
prima: tovs avtod dovXAous Tods mpopyras sine dubio, quamvis 
multis compendiis, w 8 Aadovdca] Aarodcav y de- 
youca] Néyoucav y BiBrap.] BuBASapov w avewywéevov 
w + rod ante ayyéXou wy 9 BiBrapeisiov y, BuBr- 
Sdptov w 11 +xai post TOTS w + émi ante éOveor 
+ éri ante yAwooais 

XI 1 Aéyor] Kai} pwovn réyouca ws” Eyevpar] eyerpe wy 
2 écwlerv] éEwberv w éEw] &Ewdev wy peTpHaons| meTpN- 
cela W uP’ pro Teco. So wy 3 mpodntevcwow y* 
ag & pro yur. dvak. &.w —-reptBeBAnNwévor] TrepiBeBAnuévous wW 
4-—édaiavkaly +aiante dvorAvy.w + émlante risyhsw 
5 Oédy] Oéreu wy abtovs Oédn adix.] adtods dmrb«reivar 
Bere. w: O6reu etiam y, qui ante haec #ris pro eltis habet a 
pr. m. 6 Bpéxn...mpodyt.] vetos Bpéyn Tas huépac Tis 
mpopntelac avTav wy —avTa y + év ante maon wy 
7 érav] dre y* TONEMOY MET AUTO] weT avTaV TOAEMOV 
w — kal aroxtevei avtovs y: sed amoxrelves pro -KTevel W 
8 + dace post TA TT@paTa a’TdY W = +. THS ante ToAEwS WY 
+ atada post weyadno w nav] avrav wy 9 Bréy.] 
Brérovew wy —kKal ante tuuov y TTopata alte- 
rum] cepara wy*, sed prima fortasse manus rr@para correxit 
adna.| dbiovci w, adbiover y pvnjpatal myn wy 10 évi 
Ths yhs (prius)] thy yqv w= xapodow] yalpovow wy — er’ 
év w evppavd.| edppaivovtar wy mépurovow | Téupoow 
Y, TéuTrovaw Ww 11 —rds y* Hu. Kab hy.| cal Ausov 
nuépac Ww — éx tod 00 y*, Kai pro éx w ém’ avTovs] ei 
avtova y: sed adroic y*, omisso fortasse es. avrois sine dubio w 
péyas errecev] méyas érérecev y, éwémere péyas wW 12 7- 
Kovoav hoviy peyadrny] jKovea hovis weyadno wy Aéyou- 
cay] \eyovonc wy = — TH Ww 13 wpa] juépaw = éyé- 
vovTo, Kal] yevopevot W 14 amjrOev| rapnrGev w ”) 
oval 7 Tp.| % Tpltn oval w 15 &8d00 pro -ouos w 
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*Eyévovto...tob Xpiatod avtod] éyéveto 7 Bacireia tod Kb 
nuov lu Xvw. y volgatum habet nisi quod — ai: sunt autem 
rasurae trium fortasse litterarum ante et post nuév Baot- 
Aevoes] Bacirever wW 16 «d' pro elk. Kal Teco. wy — 88 
ante éve@miov Y¥ émecov w et corr. y 17 + per post 
Oc’ w — Kai 0 épy. Y 18 Bis scriptum est, et in calce 
unius paginae et in vertice alterius, cal 7\Oev 7) dpyy cov Kal o 
Kaipos Tov vexpdv: et hoc quidem non incuria, sed quia ita 
cum commentario cohaeret. Confer tamen ad vii. 16 — kal 
ante tols po. wy — kai ante diadOetpar w 19 ¢. Kai 
Bp.| Bpovtai kai povai w 

XII1-7y  — be catw duobus accentibus w + 80’ 
ante aotépwv w daHdexa] 18’ w, Sexadvo 3 Est in y 
unius litterae rasura post dAdo ~—s updo simplicip wy —& pro 
émTa priore y Képata déxa] Séxa Képata WwW d1a6. émr.| 
émTa diadnuata w, dvadiuara (in pr. m.) tantum ¥ 4 — 0d 
ovpavod y —s- tao TnKev y*, KaTEepayn W 5 dppeva] dpoeva y 
—évy  —artisw  +podsante tev Opovov w 6 + exer 
Tov post Eyer w atro| ume w ac&: pro yur. dua. €&. w 
7 In y ante avrod prius, tertia manus per inseruit. Et hoc 
quidem fieri potest ut ita legendum censuerit: sed id rem in 
dubium vocat, quod hic et alibi (vid. ad ix. 11) haec manus 
insulsa quaedam superscripsit: cum quibus hic totus locus 
legeretur 6 dpyay. wiyanr Kal of Gyvor dyyedor of eT avTod 
érroNeunoav Kata] ToNeunoas meta wy: in y autem est rasura 
ante troAeyu., ubi Tod potuit scriptum esse 8 ove] ode w. 
In y est unius vel duarum litterarum rasura post tooo evp. 
avt.] avtav etpéOn w — ére wy* 9 o ante dpyaioc 
est supra versum in y, sed ut credo a pr. m. —o ante 
catavao w, quamvis in commentario sit ef dé eta Tod apOpov 
Keira 6 catavac x.t.. In y est duaBoroo. Kai 6 Catavac 
— pet avtod éBrynOncav w, — pet avTOU Y 10 Ante pe- 
yaAnv in y est erasum é« Tod Aéyouoay ev TH ovp.] Ev TO 
oupave@ Aéyoucay wy  —KaTeBX.] EBANOn w avT@v | avtovs ¥ 
et per compendium w — nov ante nuépac wy 11 da 
(ante Tov Adyov)| pweTa w 12 —Tots KaToixodo. wy 
vpmas| nao. oY 13 Hris]| e’tus w 14 + ai ante dvo 
wy mTéTnTaL| TéTaTaL W, WéTLTaL ut Videtur y*, wéTeTas Vel 
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fortasse mératau y° —eis thv Epnuoy y, agnoscit autem 
comm. Tpédntat y° 15 Sander] éBadrcv w oTricw 
...avTOU] €k TOU oTOmMaToG avTOD 6Tricw Tha yuvatkoo Wy = In 


y ita conturbatus est foliorum ordo, ut hic inter rorayoy et ta 
legatur xiv. 18—xv. 1 él rod rupdc...dvaywynv (quod ibi 
in commentario est). Et per reliquum librum singula ex quo- 
que quaternione folia prave ordinata sunt: sed nihil deest 
TavTny] avtny w 17 rod ‘Inc. Xp.] Nil nisi iv:— wy 
XIII 1 éyov...d€xa] éyov xépata déxa nal Kehards érra w, 
éyouv Kxépata déxa Kal Kedharas £' y 2 —7o y* sed addidit 
prima fortasse manus jv Spovov] — Hv Y, Smorov Av w 
apKov wy* + dvvapw ante é£ovolay w, sed punctis notatum 
est 3 — cidov wy + é« ante Tév Ked. w 4 rov 
Spaxovta] T@ Spaxovte wy ds Edwxev] Stu Edwxe (-Kev y*) 
Thy wy Te Onpie| To Onpiovw = —xal tpocex. Td Onpiov y 
+ xal ante tic wy 5 In y est aliquid erasum ante Aadodvy 
Brachypias] Sraodnua wy pf protecc. Stow . 7 — Kal 
€6. aUT@ TONX....avTOVs y: neque ea videtur agnoscere commen- 
tarius TOAEMOY TroLnTaL| TroLnoaL TOAELOV W +xal adv 
post puarny w 8 aitélaitovw Ta dvopata] td dvopay 
7H BiBrwe] TO BiBrAim wy +700 ante édodayp. wy 
10 —aiyp. cuvvdyer w, + cio ante aiyp. prius et mox — eis 
aixp. Vrayery —- atroxrevei] atoxreiver W = av TO] avTnY W 
11 —os Spaxwv w: quod vix casu factum credo (quamvis ea 
agnoscat commentarius) quia versus non expletus est nisi 
per innini~ 12 rod] avrod w Kart. év avTh| év avTh Karo 
xoovteo Wy = 18 Kal rip Town) ev TAdYN TOL TIpw Ss Kata. 
éx Tod ovpavod| éx Tod ovpavod KataBaivew w 14 3] do wy 
15 —wWwa Kai Aarjon } eix@v Tod Onpiov w Tomaon| 
Touoe Ww tThv eikdva]l TH eiKdve W —Wwa wy 
16 de0n] Sdow y, Sdcoow w —avrdév post wetorrov w 
17 — «al ante iva pytis w Sivntac] Sivarar wy* 6 ante 
éywv in y nescio utrum a pr. m. sit necne —7 ante Td 
dvopa wy 18 — rov ante voov w + éorw ante y&:— wy 
XIV 1 +70 ante apviov w éatnkds| éotds w, Eotac ¥ 
éx. Teao. Téoo.] pad w, pad y. Idem quoque in v. 3 +d 
dvoya avTov Kal post éyovoas wy 2 —éx Tod ovp...Kal 
ds dovnv y, at — Kal ds d. Bp. mey.w  +es ante niOappddv — 


a , 
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w 4 —eiow ante of axon. ¥ 6mrov| O1rot W 5 do- 
dos] Webddos wy elow...Qeod] etou:~:~ tantum w, eioiv. y 
6 —adrov ¥ TeTOMEvoy W evayyertoat] épydopevov 
evayyericacbar w + trove KaOnpévove ante Tods KaToLK. ¥ 
T r€yovta] Neyov wy Te ToLncavTt]| avTov, TOY ToLjcaYTAa W 
Oaraccay] thy Odraccay w, Oaraccac ¥ 8 + devtepos 
post dyyedos wy = — rece w: y alterum éecev erasum habet 
—1 modus wy —ériw +s post adtis w TavTa 
€Ovn| wavra ta Ovn y, Ta EOvn TavTa W 9 tpitos ayye- 
Nos] AAX0G ayyeXoo Tpitos W, ddAoe ayyedoo tantum ¥ TO 
0. wrp.] mpookuvet TO Onpiov wy 10 In y est rasura post 00 
TOV ay. ayy.| dyyéAwv aylov y 11 avaB....aiever] cio 
aidva aidvos avaBaive: w, cio aidva aimvev avaBaiver y 
TO Onpiov| tas Onpiov y*, Tae Onpiw y° 12 *Oée (prius)] 
“Héé 7) w (sed mox dde) +7 ante vom. y — tov Weod y 
+ xpictov post ‘Iv w 13 draprti] .amo apt. (n. b. puncta) 
Ww avaTavowvTat| avatravocovTat Y —avtav post épya y 
14 vedérny] Kedarnv w Kanp....vi@] KaOnpwevov Smorov 
viov Ww éyav| éyovta w Ths Kedh.| THY Kehadyjv w 
of] ofly w 15 vaod] ovpavod wy pey. $.| hdova 
peyarn wy THs ved.| Thy vehérAnv Ww —7T0 dp. cov cal 
Gépicov w mrXOE cor] HAO cov y, HrAGevy tantum w 
— Tov wy 16 éGepicOn] cEnpavOn w Venimus iterum ad 
locum (cf. ad xii. 15) ubi conturbatus est in y foliorum ordo. 
Nempe ita legendus est codex: fol. 208, 200, 211, 212, 213, 
214, 215, 216, 209, 210, 219, 220, 221, 222, 223, 224, 217, 218, 
227, 228, 229, 230, 231, 232, 225, 226, 235, 236, 237, 238, 239, 
240, 233, 234, 242, 243, 244, 245, 246, 247, 241, 248, 249, 250. 
Habet autem fol. 210 notam KH et 218 K@: ceterae ejusmodi 


notae praescissae sunt 18 Botpvas] Botpyc w +775 
autrérou post Botp. wy 19 tiv ante Anvor] Tov y° THY 
peyarnv] tov péyav y. v in péyay vix legi potest, sed non 
credo consulto erasum fuisse 20 arro...é&a.] aX pro yur. 
é£a. y, atrosadioy ays w 

XV 1‘f pro érra bis y Trnyas érta] érta mAnyas W 


— écyatas...tTod @eod (inter duas paginas) w. Cf. ad vii. 16. 
Duobus versibus paene integris opus esset ut haec adderentur 
2 y° bis var. in ver. volt mutare + xai ante é« Tod apiOuod 
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wy 3 pwtcéwo y. Statim + rod wy aylov] éOvav 
y et per compendium w 4—cewy S0&don] do€dce wy 
Ta ante é@vn in y omissum erat, sed a pr. credo m. supra versum 
scriptum 5 — dod wy 6 4 pro érra bis y. Spiritum 
et accentum (quos jam abhinc plerumque adesse notavi, sed non 
in priore libri parte) non a pr.m.essecredo + of ante éyovter 
y — kai ante Aapmpov wy mepi| éri w, omnino omittit ¥ 
7 —é& wy ‘€ pro érra bis y — Tov ante Gupod w — Tov 
@cod inter duas paginas, ut vil. 16, xv. 1. Sed hic fieri certe 
potuit, ut Quod tod EdvToo x.7.d. consulto scriptum fuerit 
8 £ pro éxra priore y —émra ante ayyédov wy. In y est 
supra versum rasura, ubi fieri potest ut £ insertum fuerit: sed 
nunc superscriptum est tantum @yzoz, ab inepto illo qui in xii. 7 
arytoe et of movnpot supra vocem a@yyeXor intulit. 

XVI 1 in w incipit sine puncto, nedum paragrapho t 
pro értd y  —kxai ante éxyéate (ita w) vel -ete (y) wy 
—Tod @cod y eis] Eml w 2+ dayyeros post mparos w 
TOvS TH Ei. AVTOD Tp.| TpoTKUVObYTAG TH EiKdvL aVTOD: W, TpocK. 
THY ELKOVA AVTOD:— Y 3 — as wy +a post aréOaver y, 
sed év TH Oardoon aréOavev: pro am. év Th O. w 4—eis 
ante Tas mnyas w 5 — Kupie wy —xal ante 6 dcvos wy 
6 yap elo] eioiv: ~~ tantum wy 7 —ddXov éx w, — ddXov 
tantum ¥ 8 § pro rérapros y 9 xadpa péya] Kav- 
pate weyadro w +7 ante éEqvciay y 10 — wéurros y 
écxoTwpévn| oKoTIaMéevn W é“ac@vTo w 11-—é« ante 
TOV EAKOV Y 12 ‘S°° pro &kros y  —Tdv ante evdp. y 
—avtod y dvaro tantum y: et quamquam nota quaedam sit 
super 7A/ov, intelligere nequeas utrum -Ajs an -A@y voluerit 
13 + cal é« rou SpaxorT post dpdkovros w Tvevpata] va y*, 
7 addit y’ —tp. Batp. y: axd@apra:— est in fine versus. 
In commentario Andreae y habet éovcdta Batp. Pro bu. Bap. 
habet as Bdatpayor éxtropevOevta w 14 Saipdvwr] Ita per 
compendium w  — éxropeverOar] Ita w. Credo y etiam his 
duobus locis cum Stephano consentire —THs yas Kal w 
—xKal ths (ante olxovpévns) Y +r7ov ante moXewov w 
15 avrod] éavrod y = Brérrwar] Brérovor. wy 16 *Ap- 
payeddorv] appayeddy :— y, wayed@v :— — w 17 € pro &B8o- 
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posy amoprius]éey —Todvaodwy . 18 d. Kal Bp. 
kal dorp.| adotpatal cal dovai Kat Bpovtat w, dotparal cat 
Bpovrat tantum y, quamvis ibi quoque Andreae commentarius 
eundem habeat ordinem quem w —ot ante a&vOpwro wy 
19 érecay wy* éuvyj- habet w in fine versus, neque addi- 
tum est -cOn + 7od ante dodvar w 20 + xai post dpn w 
21 +7 ante peydrAn w TaravTiaia| TaXavTia w, procul 
dubio per incuriam = éml tods| pds (compendio) w +676 
peyarno ante oT meydarn éoriv w avTns| avrn w. 

XVII 1 —&x« w € pro érra bis y TOV vO. TOV T.] 
vodtTov To\N@V Wy 2 é« Tod olvov...oi KaT. THY yHV.| oF 
KATOLKODYTES THY YhV €K TOD olvoU THS Topvelac av’THa wy 
3 pe] woe w éyov] yor y*. Mox € pro érra idem 4% 
(ante mepiBeB.)] jv wy Top pupa Kal Koxkive, Kal Kexp.| 
Toppvpav Kal KOKKWWOY KeYpUT@pMerN WY axadaptntos| Ta 
axd0apta Ths w, Ta axadapta Ta Tho Yy 6—xal é« Tod 
aiwatos Tév w (ita ut stet Tdv dyiov papTipov) —'Inood y 
7+ «ai ante Tod éyovtos wy € pro émra y 8 +70 ante 
Onpiov w,+Kal ro y \ emi TO BiBdlov THs] év BiBrAw® w 
Brétrovtes| BXerrovtwy w (per compendium) y 6, Te] OTe w 
Kaimep éaotiv.| Kal Tapecti Y, K Tapert W 9 ade] “O dé 
{non nisi per incuriam, cum ‘O 6é...codiav totum expleat 
paragraphum) . dépy elolv érra] éwra (f y) dpn eiolv wy 
9, 10 KaOntat er aitév. Kal] KaOntat. Kal ér ad’Ta w 
10 Novo paragrapho repetitum est Kal Bacineio értta eiow 
in wy —Kai ante o els wy 12 y haesitasse videtur 
utrum add’ an plene adX* scribenda esset AawB. peta Tod 
@.] wera Tov Onpiov AawBavovew w 13 éavtoéy] avtéy wy | 
Svadiddcovcw]| Sdécovaw w, diddacw yY 14+ éors post 
Bacvriéoy w- kat (ante éxr.)| OTe y €xKrX. Kal TLoToi.| 
TloTOL KaL eKAEKTOL W 16 émi] Kal wy puanoovacr| 
flcovat Ww Epnuapevnvy wy —Kal yuprvnv y KaTa- 
Kava.| Kavoovow y 17 In y est unius litterae rasura ante 
0g —avtoév post Bacireiav w TereoOn Ta pyyata| Te- 
NecPnoovtar of Noyou Wy. | 

XVIII 1 + drop post eidov y 2-évy — icxdvi, pov7 
Keyary,] ioxupad dovir weyadne y, sed ioxupa dovy tantum w 
— Kal pvr. 1. dpv. axad. wy, ita ut Kal peuconuévov statim post 
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prius dxaaprov veniat 3 Tod oivou Tod Oupuod] Tod Oupod 
Tov olvov wy wérwxe| TeTOTiKe W ~—s aT pHvoUs| oTPHVOU Y 
4—éEaitnsoy  —xal ante way iva un AaByTe ex TOV 
Tr. aUTHS| ex TOV TANYOV atic iva wy BraBnre w: —€x TOV 
TH. AVTHS Y 5 nKorovdncar] exorrAnOncav wy 6 + dpiv 
post éxépace (non éxépacev) w 7—xal trévOos y ore] 
Ate w, cab y +67 ante xcaOnuar w 8+0 qayvTo- 
Kpatwp post o Oa w ~—s xpivwr] Kpiwac y 9 xravcovTat] 
KNavoovcw W 10 éorTnKxdTes] oTnKkovTer W —év Ww 
11 Kraiovor Kat Trev. em’ adth]| Kr. Kal 1. éf’ EavTtodo. y, KNaU- 
covTat oi €v avToia W 12 «ai (ante papy.)]7 y — wopdipas] 
moppupod wy —aonpixod y 13+ «al duwpov post 
KLVAaLOLoVv W Ovptauata| Ovpiauay dpor] cpdpvav w 
immov| tarmov y*, ut videtur 14 cipyjons] etpno w 
Inter vv. 14 et 15 textui inseruntur in w Andreae verba ovre 
uyas avwv x.7.r. supra €€ers amodavow. Error aliquatenus 
rubro notatus est, sed subsequitur sine puncto ante finem versus 
ot Ewmopou K.T.X. 16—xai rAéyovtes ¥ Twoppupoby | 
Tmoppupay y —kal ante KdxKwov w —xal ante Keyp. ¥ 
épnuoOn wy 17 6 dptros] rrAEwV W, TOAEwY Y 17,18 
éotnoay, Kal] éotnkace (— Kal) w 18 opwvtes| Brérrov- 
Tes wy 18, 19—Tis opola...réyovTes, w 19 épn- 
poOn wy; praeterea épnuwby dpa pro Mpa npnm. Y 20 + Kai 
oi ante amdaToXoL W 21 In yest inter Aé oy rasura trium 
litterarum ds] ocel w 22 cadmisTav y 23 — Kal 
pas Avyvov...axoveOH év coi ETL WwW = — aod post Eurropor w 
pappakia y 24 aipa] aipara y. 
7 XIX 1 govjv] os davis w —peyadny wy Aéyov- 
Tos] NeyovTwy W, NeyovToy y —Kaly Tiusnw  Kupio re 
cd] tad wi y, ToD OU w 2 tiv (ante mopynv) supra 
versum habet y oe avTns ¥ avaBaive| dvéBn w 
4 mpecP... Teaaapes] Kd mpeaBvrepor w, sed =perre of Kd y: 
Mox & pro téscapa w 5 tov cov] ro 06 wy* — Kal 
ante of pixpol wy 6 Aéyovras] AeyovTwy (compendio) w 
éBac. Kupios| éBacirevoev (-Ks) +hpdv post OF wy 
‘7 xaipopev Kal ayar, cal Sépev] yaipopev Kai ayadd@pev Kal 
Sicwpev w et (nisi quod ayadvdpev simplici d) y* avT@| 
avToo ¥ —aitod y éToiuacev ¥ 8 — «ai ante Aap- 
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mpov wy  éate TOV ayiwy| TOV ayiwy éoTi. compendiis w, TAv 
ayiov éctiv. plene y 9 Makxapior oi] paxapiot eiow w 
In y est unius litterae (n ut credo) rasura post 70 — Tov 
yauou wy 10 éreca wy mpookuyvncat| Kal mpooeKv- 
vnoa Ww py in y bis scriptum erat, sed alterum deletum: 
mox cal tov quoque bis scriptum sed prius deletum + Kal 
ante Trav éyovT@v Y — Tod ante "Incod bis wy 11 — xa- 
ANovpeEevos WY Kpivet| xpwet w: haesitavit y quem accentum 
poneret 12—as wy 14 é’ immots AevKois| Edemrrroe 
qoAXoL W évdeSupévot] évdeSvpévoir y — «al ante xaOa- 
pov w 15 watacon| mata—n wy avTos 1. avTovs| 
avuTova Tolpavel avTos W Post Anvoy in y est rasura 
trium fortasse litterarum 16+ adtobd post iwatiov y* 
—7To ante dvoua wy 17—&a w éxpake] éxpate y 
—Réyov ¥ TeTOMEeVOLT W +7@ ante peooup. w — Kai 
cuvayeobe y, at cuvaxOnte (— Kal) w To| Tov w, est rasura 
post To in ¥ 18 dayntar w*y  —Kal odpKas icy. y 
—Travtov y  +7e post édevOépwv w 20 peta Tovrou] 
per avtTov w — év ols émddyv...TH eixdve avTod w (inter 
duas paginas) EBANOncav| BrANnOjcovTas y 21 éxzropev. | 
éEeAOovon wy. 

XX 1 Krcida] Krety w 2—Tov div w éott O1af. 
Kat >.] éotiv 6 dudBoroo & 6 Catavac w @ pro yidua y; idem 
quoque vv. 3, 4, 5, 7 3 éxXeoev avTov] Ednoe w, ednoev 
Ta €Ovn Ere] Ett TA Oy W, — ETLY —Taante yidua (vel a) wy 
4 éxadnoav y* Kpiwa wy TO Onpiew] To Onpiov w THD 
elxova| THe elKove Y TO péT@TOY| TOY MeTWOTTOV W + Tod 
ante yu w —Ta wy 5 of dé] Kai of wy avéfnoav 
&ws| Efnoav aypewy TereoO7] lta y, reXeoOGou w 6+ Kai 
ante wakaptoc w Totav|otey terecOH] ravTerecO7 w, 
érenhéoOn y 8+x«al ante tov Toy w —Tov ante 
Mayoy wy +xal ante cvvay. wy acuvayayety | cuvaryetv w 
9—amo Tod Ocod w: y habet é« ante tod Ov et azo ante Tod 
ovvov 10+«ai ante éBrAnOn w +rod ante Oeiov w 
+xat ante 7d @npiov w —eis Tos al. Tov aidvav y 
11 avrod] avrov wy —o ante ovpavos w 12 pxpovs 
Kal peyadous] Tovs peyadouc Kal Tova piKpova Wy @cod] 
O@pévou w nveey. Kal BiB. aro Hv.] Hvoix@ncav* Kai ddro 

21—2 


0) ae 
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BiSriov nvoixOn w: avedyOncav: Kat adXo BiBrtov jvoixyOny 
13 rods év avtH vexp.| Tods vexpods Toa év aiTH w  _—‘TOdS 
avTots vexpovs.] Tota év avrois vexpove. y, sed Tova vexpods Tods 
€v avToia w 14 — obdtds...0avaros y: sed pro éotuv 6 Ser. 
Oav., 0 Oavatoo Sevtepoa eotw 7 Nipvn Tod TUpOG W 15 év 
TH BiB. THs &. yeyp.] yeypaupévor ev tH BiBrAw THs Lone 
Cano w. 


XXI 1 +xal ante ove éotw w 2 —éyo “lo. wy 
elOov post Kawnv wy ) NTomacwevny Y 3 — Beds 
? a 4 \ bd] »” »” ] 4 ” 
auToV Y 4—0 cos w ovK €otat ETL] OUK ETL Eoal W: | 
in y ov« est supra versum OTL Ta] Ta yap w 5 «al. 


éxi tod Op.] év 76 Opovm KaOjwevos w, Kab. eri THe Opdvar Y 
Kava TAaVTAa TOLD] KaLWOTOLO TavTa W, Kawa Tb TaVTA Y. 
6 Déyove. éyo eius 76 A] Téyova éya 76 adda w, yéyovat T0 adda y 
Mox 76 ou. 7 wavta| tadra wy avT@| av’Tav wy 
autos €ctat por o vids.] avTol écovtat por viot: ———— 
wy: sed in y os ex correctura pro pas, ut videtur 8 Seog 
dé] toto dé SevNoio w et (nisi quod dyAoic) y —xai ante 
EBder. wy dappaxedor| dappaxoio w, pappaxeio y —dSevT. 
Odv.] Oavatoc Sevtepos w, (€otw) 6 6% Bavaro y 9 re 
mpos pe] nAOev wy _—sé& pro éwra w, érra alterum om. y, sed 
€ suprascriptum est Tas ye“ovcas THY] TOY yEenovT@Y WY 
‘€ pro émra tertio y 10 — Kal ante iynrov y* ——, TH 
ayiav| kat ayiay wy 11— kai ante 0 dwatnp w In y 
est rasura ante A/Ow prius —a@s Adm y 12 éyovcav 
te] éyovca Te y, €xovoa tantum w = youaay] Exouca y, Kal 


= , 

éyoucaw —k«kai ante dvoyata w iB pro dudexa y. Mox 
murea.ow y* sed € erasum est TOV vioV | TOD W 13’Az7’] 
7 \ ‘ 2. oN aA ” ” 
Aro w = + Kai ante amd dvopav w 14 éyor] éyov y 
L , . > : eae ae a ' >. 
iB pro éddexa primo y ~— év- av roils dvopata Tav dwdexa] ér 

> Lal my, | ren tad , Dae | . ~sS 
avTov 1B ovopata’ Tov Sddexa y et (nisi quod iterum 16) w 
16—TocodtOv éorw wy —-bcovy —Kaiw -+éy ante 

lal AS , L. r 
TO KANO Wy iv pro dwdexa y: sequitur rasura +avTio 
post alterum quoque piKoo w. In y punctum est post hoc rd 
LAKoo, non ante 17 ppd’ pro éx. Teco. Teco. y: Tecoapa- 
KovTateoo. uno accentu w 18 ypuciov Kabapor] ypvcip 
xaBapow —— In x incipit folium (ut numeratur in Codice Vati- 
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cano) 266 ex verbis xaBapov: Spovor (sic pro duola) bard kabapa. 


Kat vars y* sed superscr.e TO a 19 — tipi w + rAL0oa 
post devtepoo w xarKkndaov| Kapynddv w 20 téyrr- 
Tos «.7.A. per litteras exprimuntur in y, €, ‘s”, “oti ek. 
capdovvué w oapo.os| capdeiwv u BnpvrAXos w apé- 
Oucos wy 21 16 bis pro SWdexa wy ava els Exactos| iva 
ela Kal ExacToo U +o ante é& évoo pap. w dvadarns| 
dvavyno uwy 23 év av’tn| ait) tantum wu, avtny wy 


a \ + PK 
24 xal tra €0vn Tév col. év TO HaTi avTHs TepiT.| Kal Tep_TaTN- 
covot Ta €Ovn Sia Tod hwtda avtno. uw; Kal Ta €Ovn TaV 
colopévav' TAL dwt avTna TepiTatyncoval’ Tept dv dnolr’, 
/ \ “A la) . 
Kal mepitatnooval Ta EOvn Sia TOD hwtdc artic y, non dis- 


tinctis videlicet textu et commentario —Kal THY TYLnY wy 
avtav| Tov eGvev u 25 murewver y 27 Kowodr| 
KoWwov Uwy —Kal w qotovv| Trow@v u Weddos] yrév- 


dSovo u. Mox €in fwio est in rasura. 

XXII 1 xadapcv torapov] trotauov xabapov wy, Totamov 
tantum wu 2 In wwy novus paragraphus incipit ex verbis 
Kal Tov ToT. Kkaptovs| xaprov. y. Est punctum etiam 
post wnva, non post dedexa (Evrov Cwis rowdy KapTov. Swdexa 

\ a ae ee t a of ¢ ? 
KaTa wna.) 6 pro dadexa w pnva &va &xactov atrobi- 
dodv] phva éxactov arodibova w, pnva atrodioova ExacTov u 
3 katavabepa| kaTabepa wwy €Tv] Exel Y 5 éxet] ére wu 

f > 4 , \ / bs 4 : a 
xpelav ovK éxovot AvxXVOU Kai] Ita y: ypeElav ovK Exovar Poo 
AVYvoU Kal W, ov ypeiav ovK Exovat (OMiIsso AVyVOU)u = pwTos| 


doo wy hotiver] pwrtel em u, avtooc hotiel y Bactnrev- 


cova] Bacirevoes W 6 cizé] Aéyee wu In y est rasura 
post ovToe NOryor| Aoryou ov U, AOrYou por W Post wuerol, w 
habet tamquam textus partem as €x Tio adnbeiac mpodntevo- 


pevou +Tev Trev ante Tay ayiwv u delEas Tots SovAoss | 


dvdaEat Tovs SovAOVE W 7+ «at ante idod uw 8 Kal 
éyo| Kayo u Br\érav tadta Kai axovworv|] Brérrav Kai 
aKoUwWY TAaUTa WY, akovwv Kail BrErrav TadTa u éBreWa] 
eldov u = regal érecoy w; in y nescio utrum ézecov an 
éreca in alterum correctum fuerit pot] wov ut videtur ¥ 
9 opa pH’) m1) Spa. w, Spa’ pr) u —yapuwy —xail ante 

aA / , 6 € \ e 
TOV THP. Y 10 cdpayions| chpayioas w éTL 0 Kalpos| oO 
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yap Kaipos W, 0 Katipdc yap u 11+ «ai ante o adicadv u 
Kal 0 put. pum. ete] Kal o puTapda puTapevOnrw ere wy: u haec 
prorsus omittit SixatwOntw| Suxacoc’vny Twowncdtw wy: Y 
habet » in voinodtw in rasura, ubi primo videtur scriptum 
esse €L —Kal 0 aytos ay. éTt W 12 —xai ante idod ww 
@s TO épyov|KaTaTaégpyaw autodata] éorat avTod U, avTod 
tantum w 13 éyo eius TO A Kal 70.0] éy@ TO G Kal TO@ Y 
et nonnullis compendiis w: éy® 76 dda kal TOO U ~— apy?» 
éox.| apx? Kal Tédoo. 6 mpedtos Kal 6 Exyatoo’ y et addito 
ove mpo euod ote per’ gue Oo eat w: 6 mpatoo Kal 6 
éoyatoo. 1) apyn Kal TO TéXOo. + U 14 gorac 1 €£. avtav]) 
» €Eovola avTav écrat U 15 — dé post é€m wwy — ot Trdpvot] 
mopvat y 0 grav Kab toy] o mov Kal o pilav u 
16 évi] Ita y: €&v w ~— tod AaBid] Sad sine articulo wwy 
kal opOp.| 6 mpa.os wy, 6 mpoivoc ut videtur u* 17 €r0€] 
épxyou bis uwy é\bétw, Kai] épyécOw uwy (omisso xal) 
ANapBavérw To] NaBérw (omisso Td) uw, AaBetv y 18 Supp. 
yap] mapTupe éyo uwy +76 ante axovovtsu — ere. Trp. 
ravta, émiOnoe| émiOn em’ avta. émiOncetas u, et, nisi quod 
-Oei pr. m., y, ervOnon em’ avta émiOnon w  _—-o @eds em” avrov]} 
ér avtiv6 0c y =—s av tov] adt@w Ss +- Era ante mAnyas ¥. 
Pr. m., ut videtur, scripserat € et mox delevit, tertia érra 
inseruit +7@ ante BiPrlo uwy 19 adaipy] adérn uw, 
apern y  BiProu ths mpod. tavtns] Tod BuBXiov tHe pod. 
TavTno ¥, TOU BuBdLlov Tho mpod. tantum u, Tho mpodyteiac TOD 
BiBrlov rovTov w = apaupynoer] adhere? wy, abéAacu ~—S Bi B- 
Nou] Tod EVAov uwy —Kal ante TOY yeyp.wwy + 70@ ante 
BiBrAto uwy 20 — vai alterumy. In wu ayy per puncta 
cum sequentibus conjunctum est, in wy cum praecedentibus 
+e post iv wy 21—nyuavuwy = bud] TAY ayiov wwy 
—apnv wy: habet v et ut credo w. 


W. H. SIMCOX. 


ANNOTATIONS ON VALERIUS FLACCUS. 


IN an interesting and instructive paper, in Hermathena, vol. 
vill, p. 393, Mr J. B. Bury remarks ‘There is still a wide field 
for emendation in the poem of Valerius.’ This observation, 
with which I entirely agree, may serve as an introduction to the 
following annotations which indeed are in the first instance an 
outcome of his paper. 

Following the order of the books I first touch on 


1 145 sqq. 


fert grauis inuito uictorem Nestora tergo 
Monychus; ardenti peragit Clanis Actora quercu ; 
nigro Nessus equo fugit, adclinisque tapetis 

in mediis uacuo condit caput Hippasus auro. 


Mr Bury rightly defends the text in 147, 148; but his 
interpretation of it ‘auro is a golden crater which Hippasus 
uses as a helmet’ is not, I think, correct. In his picture of the 
fight between the Lapithae and the Centaurs Valerius follows 
Ovid or draws from the same source. The incidents are the 
same although, not unnaturally, some of the names are different. 
With |. 145 compare Ov. Met. x11 345 ‘tergoque Bienoris alti | 
insilit [Aegides] haud solito quemquam portare nisi ipsum,’ 
with 146 2b. 271 ‘ecce rapit mediis flagrantem Rhoetus ab 
aris | pruniceum torrem dextraque a parte Charaxi | tempora 
perfringit fuluo protecta capillo’ and 342 ‘mittentem stepite 
querno | occupat Aegides,’ with 147 7b. 308 ‘ille etiam metuenti 
uulnera Nesso | ‘ne fuge, ad Herculeos’ inquit ‘seruaberis 
arcus.’ It would appear that the parallel to 148 is to be 
sought in the death of Aphidas 7b. 316 sqq. ‘in tanto fremitu 
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fag fs 
Bead | 


. 3 


ductis sine fine iacebat | sopitus uinis et inexperrectus Aphidas] 
languentique manu carchesia mixta tenebat, | fusus in Ossaeae 
uillosis pellibus ursae. | quem procul ut uidit frustra nulla arma 
mouentem, | inserit amento digitos ‘miscenda’que dixit | ‘cum 
Styge uina bibas, Phorbas’; nec plura moratus | in iuuenem 
torsit iaculum; ferrataque collo | fraxinus, ut casu iacuit re- 
supinus, adacta est. | mors caruit sensu, plenoque e gutture 

fluait | inque toros inque ipsa niger carchesia sanguis. The 
_ difference between the two poets in the length of their de- 
scriptions is characteristic’. 

In the next line 


ib. 149 


haec quamquam miranda wiris stupet Aesone natus 
et secum: ‘heu miseros nostrum natosque patresque !’ 
et q. s. 


Baehrens proposed ‘nihil’ for ‘uiris, Mr Bury ‘nec—nimis’ 


which is easier palaeographically but omits the necessary 
‘haec.’ We should write minus. 


ib. 271 
omnibus inde me calor additus. 


For inde wiae, the reading of V? and Vat. 1613, which 
Mr Bury rightly approves, compare Pind. Pyth. 4, 184 rov 6é¢ 
TaumeOn yduKvv HyOéorcw tmoOov évdarev “Hpa | vaogs 
“Apyovs 4 Twa AevTOpmevoy Tapa waTpl mévecr. 


II 235 sqq. 
diras aliae ad fastigia taedas 
iniciunt adduntque domos. pars ignibus acti 
effugiunt propere sed dura in limina coniunx 
obsidet et uiso repetunt incendia ferro. 


Burmann’s suggestion, repeated by Prof. Ellis in Journ, 
Phil. 1x p. 53, ‘Possibly abduntque hide in smoke’, involves a 


1 I see H. Késtlin, Philologus vol. 48. wine-cup. This, though linguistically 
653, compares the same passage, ap- _ possible, seems to agree less well with 
parently however taking ‘condit’ of the the other incidents of the rout of the 
sleeping Centaur’s head falling over his Centaurs selected for representation. 
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hardly admissible ellipse. ‘clauduntque’ is Mr Bury’s proposal, 
and in sense this is right. But the true correction is obdunt- 
que, which I had set down before I was aware it was in the 
margin of the Bologna copy and printed in the Paris edition 
of 1517. For ‘obdere domum’ compare Apuleius Met. 5 9 p. 339. 


ib. 410 sqq. 


illic seruati genitoris conscla sacra 

pressit acu currusque pios; stant saeua pauentum 
agmina dantque locum: uiridi circum horrida tela 
silua tremit; mediis refugit pater anxius umbris. 
pars et frondosae raptus expresserat Idae 
inlustremque fugam pueri. 


On 414 Mr Bury writes ‘Notwithstanding what Baehrens 
has said, pars may be right though it is rather odd.... Still 
Valerius might conceivably have written pars expresserat for 
in parte (picturae) expressa sunt. Certainly he might, and have 
gone much further if he had chosen, as e.g. Propertius has done 
in describing another representation of art, the doors of Apollo’s 
temple 1 31 13 sq. ‘altera deiectos Parnasi vertice Gallos, 
altera maerebat (= maeste expresserat) funera Tantalidos.’ But 
a difficulty still remains; for ‘pars’ is without proper support, 
while ‘et’ is otiose. For ‘et’ haec should be read; ‘haec,’ 
written ‘hee, passed to ‘et’ by two of the most common errors 
in Latin manuscripts. ‘haec’ corresponds .to ‘illic’ here, as 
‘hic’ to ‘hic’ in a similar scene Virg. A. VI 25, 27. This is 
easy; but it is not easy to say why ‘raptus’ is attacked by 
Eyssenhardt, Baehrens and Mr Bury who respectively propose 
for it ‘saltus,’ ‘tractus’ and ‘pastus.’ If ‘raptus Idae’ cannot 
mean ‘the rape from Ida, what we may ask is the Latin 
genitive to be allowed to express? If it is the plural that is 
attacked, let ‘reditiis’ be denied to Regulus Hor. Carm. iI 5 52. 
It is ‘raptus’ alone which makes ‘fugam pueri’ intelligible, 
otherwise a more appropriate expression for the flying son of 
Daedalus Juv. Sat. 1 54. 

III 120 sq. 

talis in arma ruit, nec uina dapesque remotae 
statque loco torus in quo omen masere ministre. 
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Prof. Ellis and Mr Bury rightly approve Baehrens’ ‘inque __ 
omen mansere’. But ‘ministri’ which the former interprets 
‘the servants did not move’ (and were therefore of much less use 
than the celebrated automata of Daedalus) is absurd, and 
‘ministris’, which the latter proposes, ‘the servants...let things 
stand’, is syntactically impossible. As the m of ‘ministri’ 
seems to have come from ‘mansere’, sinistrum (-%) is a very 
easy correction. 


ib. 212 sq. 


perge age Tartareae mecum semel omnia noctis, 
Musa, sequi. 


Mr Bury reads ‘simul (with the edd.) ultima’ and explains 
that wl fell out and that ‘simultima’ was corrected to ‘semel 
omnia’. ‘semel’ for ‘simul’ however is quite a common confu- 
sion. For ‘omnia’ we should read ‘inwia’ which, read mnia, 
could hardly fail to pass into ‘omnia’. For the sense compare 
Virg. Aen. VI 154 ‘sic demum lucos Stygios, regna inuia 
uiuis, | adspicies ’. 

ib. 274 sq. 


tunc super exangues consertes caedis aceruos 
praecipiti plangore ruunt, 


The subject is the unfortunate Cyzicenes recognising their 
countrymen whom the Minyae have slaughtered by mistake, The 
vulgate is ‘confertae’; but Mr Bury proposes ‘ consortes’ (nom.) 
‘the sharers in the carnage’, in which I can find no appropriate 
sense. I take his word however and read consortis: ‘consors 
caedes’ is the same as ‘consortium caedes’; compare Prop. 121 1 
‘tu qui consortem properas euadere caswm’ and ‘ consortibus 
armis’ Ov. Met. x1 865 (Housman), 


ib. 645 sqq. 
rursum instimulat ducitque fauentes 
magnanimus Calydone satus; potioribus ille 
deteriora fouens semperque inuersa tueri 
durus et haud ullis umquam superabilis aequis 
rectorumue memor ‘non Herculis’ inquit ‘adempti’ 
et q. 8. 
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The subject is Meleager who is intriguing to induce the 
Minyae to leave Hercules behind. Mr Bury would lop away 
from ‘semperque’ to ‘memor’ as ‘an infelicitous interpolation’; 
and it must be admitted that ‘aequis rectorumue’ are not 
tolerable together. But there is no need for the knife if for 
‘rectorumue’ we read ‘actorumue’. The sense is, Meleager soon 
forgot past services. The corruption was very easy in this 
connexion. factorumue might also be proposed in the sense 
of ‘exploits’ ‘quis facta Herculeae non audit fortia clauae?’ 


Prop. Iv 9 39; but it appears less probable. 


IV 674 sqq. 

‘sequor 0 quicumque deorum’ 
Aesonides uel fallit ait praecepsque fragores 
per medios ruit. 


Mr Bury rightly notes that ‘uel fallit’ is part of Jason's 
speech ‘I follow whichever of the gods—even deceives me’; but 
the second person fallis should be taken with the Monacensis’. 


V 71 sq. 
iam prora fretum commouerat et iam 
puppe sedens** dimiserat ancora terras, 


For the lost word Mr Bury proposes ‘tandem’ which is 
somewhat weak. An epithet for ‘terras’ seems required, which 
has been variously supplied by ‘ tristes’, ‘maestas’ and ‘saeuas’. 
diras is more suitable than any of these (Valerius has ‘ dira— 
arua’ in VII 206) and would more easily fall out after ‘sedens’, 
which ends with practically the same letters, as e=a and n=v7r. 


VI 256 sqq. 


inpulit aduerso praeceps equus Onchea conto 
nequiquam totis reuocantem uiribus armos 

in latus; accedit sonipes accedit et ipse 

frigidus; arma cadunt, rorat procul ultima cuspis: 
qualem populeae fidentem nexibus umbrae 

si quis auem summi deducat ab aere rami, 


1 Késtlin (Philologus vol. 39 p. 236) sonis required. He makes however the 
has already pointed out that this per- unnecessary change of ‘nec’ for ‘uel’. 






312 THE JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY. — 


ante manu tacita cui plurima creuit harundo, 
illa dolis uiscoque super correpta sequaci 
inplorat ramos atque irrita concitat alas. 


The poet is describing a death by one of the enormous 
conti of the Sarmatae. Oncheus is precipitated by his horse, 
which he attempts in vain to pull aside, upon the enormous 
pike. The comparison to a bird caught by the limed rod of 
the fowler is devoid of point unless the horseman is stuck on 
the pole. Hence such conjectures as those of Heinsius ‘in 
latus adsedit sonipes, adsedit’ and of Mr Bury (who further 
alters ‘rorat’) ‘in latus ecce cadit, sonipes super accidit ipse 
frigidus’ are useless. Baehrens’ ‘accepit...accepit’ is right as 
far as it goes. But ‘frigidus’ is absurd; for no man is cold 
before his armour has fallen and while his blood is still dripping 
on the weapon which has killed him. I imagine that the 
beginning of the line has been injured and unskilfully restored, 
and that -idus represents -bus, the termination of zlibus. It is 
no objection but rather a confirmation that in 243 we have 
‘inpacta latus inter et ilia quercu’; between Il 263 and 280 
Valerius uses ‘exanguis’ thrice. If the use of ‘accepit’ 
requires illustration, Virg. A, 111 242 sq. ‘sed neque uim plumis 
ullam neque uolnera tergo | accipiunt’ and x 907 ‘haec loquitur 
iuguloque haud inscius accipit ensem’ may be compared. I 
regret that Kdéstlin, whose punctuation I have adopted, has 
withdrawn his approval of Baehrens’ correction, see Philologus 
vol. 39. 35 sqq. and 48. 666. 


VII 333 sqq. 


haee dicens qua non welocius ulla 
pestiferam toto nequiquam lumine lustrat 
cunctaturque super morituraque colligit iras, 


The frenzied Medea is revolving suicide, Baehrens reads 
‘qua non uelocius herba | pestifera est’ which is too far from 
the MS. Mr Bury ‘qua non ulla ocior’ (or ‘qua nil uelocius’), 
herbam | pestiferam’ which is still further. They are both 
however independent witnesses to the appropriateness of 
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‘pestifert’ I propose ‘qua non wis ocius ulla | pestifera est.’ 
The sense of ‘uis’ is the same as in 355 ‘et qua sibi fida magis 
uis | nulla, Prometheae florem de sanguine fibrae | Caucaseum,’ 


a sentence moreover constructed exactly like our own. 


ib, 504 sqq. 


tum me non tauros iuuet euasisse ferosque 
terrigenas, tum me tectis tua turbet in ipsis 
flamma tuaeque artes; nullus succurrere contra 
ingrato queat et siguid tu saeuius istis 

adicias meque in medio terrore relinquas. 


Jason is invoking curses on himself if unfaithful to Medea. 
In place of ‘tu’, ‘tibi’ is generally accepted from Burmann, 
Mr Bury proposes ‘quis’ or ‘scis.’ ‘tu’ however is quite genuine, 
though one word out of its place; read ‘et tu, siquid saeuius 
istis, | adicias.’ tu is an emphatic climax. ‘Then do you outdo 
your own dread magic and leave me to my terrors. That a 
Latin writer would not have placed an emphatic pronoun in 
the middle of a si clause to which it did not belong, seems to 
me to be proved by a sentence like Sulpicia’s [Tib.] m1 17 (1v 
11) 4 ‘non aliter tristes euincere morbos | optarim quam te si 
quoque uelle putem’ where to us the emphatic order ‘te si 
quoque’ for ‘si te q.’ seems even a little unnatural. 


J. P. POSTGATE. 


1 So also Késtlin Philol. vol. 39.447; pounder of the riddle answer) is a 
who reads ‘qua non uelocius ulla | ‘mors pestifera’? [‘wis ocyor’ I now 
pestifera est’ and explains ‘ulla’ as see has been conjectured by Heinsius. 
‘mors’! What a ‘pestis mortifera’ It may be that D’Orville’s ‘qua non 
is, we know; but what (let the pro- uelocius ulla | pestis erat’ is right.] 





THE ESCORIAL EXCERPTS FROM AZT7VNA. 


BABRENS in his edition of the Appendix Vergiliana has used 
a set of excerpts from the Aetna and Culex contained in two 
Mss of the National Library at Paris, one of cent. X1/xInI, 
numbered 7647, the other, written in cent. xIII, numbered 
17903. The variants of the former Ms he calls p, those of Ms 
17903, n. 

The library of the Escorial possesses a Ms, Q. 1. 14, which 
among excerpts from a great variety of Latin authors, in 
prose and poetry alike, has some from the Aetna and Culea. 
Hartel describes this Ms in his Bibliotheca Patrum Hispaniensis, 


p. 218, and assigns it to cent. x1m/xIv. It deserves more at- 


tention than it has yet obtained, were it only for the unusually 
large number of verses from the Argonautica of Valerius 
Flaccus (p. 19). I counted 70 lines and half-lines, taken from 
I, Il, IV, V, VI, Vil: but want of time prevented my taking more 
exact note of these. 

The Aetna and Culex excerpts agree closely with those of 
Bihrens’ two Paris Mss. I give the former first. 

Virgilius in Ethna. Quam iocundum sit scientie non cupid 
itati operam dare. 


1 Inmensus labor est sed fertilis idem [222 Munro] 
2 Digna laborantis respondent premia curis [223] 
3 Scire quot et que sint magno natalia mundo [228] 
4 Principia et rerum dubias exquirere causas = [229 + 226] 
5 Solis scire modum et quanto minor orbita lune [231] 
6 Haec breuior cur bissenos cito peruolet orbes [232] 
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7 <Annuus ille meet quod [q’] certo sydera currant — [233] 


8 Ordine [cett. omissa sunt] [234] 

9 Scire uices etiam signorum tradita cura est [235] 
10 Nubila cur celo terris denuntiet imbres : [236] 
11 Quo cubeat [szc] phebe quo frater palleat igne [237] 
12 Tempora cur uariant anni primaque iuuenta [233] 
13 Ver estate perit cur estas ipsa senescit [239] 
14 Autumpnoque obrepit hiems et in orbe recurrit [240] 
15 Axem scire helices et tristem nosse cometem [241] 
16 Lucifer unde micet - quaue hesperus - unde boetes [242] 
17 Saturnique stella tenax quae [q] martia pugnax [243] 
18 Quo rapiant naute quo sydere lintea tendant [244] 
19 Scire uias maris et celi predicere cursus [245] 
20 Quo uolet orion quo incubet index [246] 
21 Et quocunque iacent tanto miracula mundo [247] 
22 Non digesta pati nec aceruo condita rerum [248] 
23 Sed manifesta notis certa disponere sede [249] 
24 Singula diuina est animi ac iocunda uoluntas [250] 
25 Non oculis solum pecudum miranda uidere [224] 
26 More nec effusis in humum graue pascere corpus [225] 


Conquestio quod maiorem demus operam augende pecunie 
quam scientie. 


27 Torquemur miseri inprimis premimurque labore [257] 
28 Vt sese pretio red'mant rerumque [sic] professe [258] 
29 Turpe silent artes uiles inopesque relicte [259] 
30 Torquentur flamma terre ferroque domantur [278] 
31 Scrutamur rimas et uertimus omne profundum [276] 
32 Semen ut argenti queratur et aurea uena [277] 
33 Noctes atque dies festinant arua coloni [260] 
34 Callent rure manus glebarum expellimur usu [261] 
35 Fertilis haec segetique feratior altera uiti [262] 
36 Hec platanis humus hec herbis dignissima tellus [263] 
37 Hec dura et melior pecori- siluisque fidelis [264] 
38 Aridiora tenent olee - succosior ulmis [265] 
39 Grata leues crutiant animos et corpora sause [s7c] [266] 
40 Horrea uti saturent tumeant et dolia musto | [267] 


41 Plenaque desecto surgant fenilia campo [268] 
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It will be seen that these excerpts rarely confirm the reac atk 
ings of the Gyraldinus. For instance in 228 where Gyr. is 
reported to have had fatalia, Escor. gives natalia with C(am- 
bridge): 232 peruolat Gyr., peruolet Esc. and C: 235 signorum 
et tradita Gyr., signorum tradita Esc. C: 236 cur panope caelo 
Gyr., cur caelo terris Esc. C: 238 uer prima iuuenta 239 Cur 
Gyr., primaque tuuenta Ver Esc, C: 244 pandant Gyr., tendant 
Ese. C: 246 Qua uocet Gyr., Quo uolet Esc. C: excubet Gyr., 
incubet Esc, C: 248 congesta Gyr., digesta Esc. C, where the’ 
true reading is probably disiecta: 224 tuert Gyr., widere Esc., 
fuere C: 257 terimurque Gyr., premimurque Ese. C: 259! 
humilesque iacent Gyr., silent artes wiles Esc., wiles taceant C: 
278 Torrentur Gyr., Torquentur Esc. C: 261 glebarum eaxpendi- 
mus usum Gyr., g. expellimur usu Esc. C: 262 segeti Gyr., 
segetique Esc. C: 263 plantis Gyr., platanis Esc. C: 267 Hor- 
reaque ut sature tumeant ut Gyr., Horrea uti saturent tumeant et 
Ese. C. 

There are however three cases in which Esc. agrees with 
Gyr. against C, 231 et quanto minor orbita lunae Gyr., et quanto 
minor orbita lune Esc., et quanto minor orbita luna-est C, in 
which we can hardly doubt that lunaest of C is the right and 
original reading, from which, probably through luna @, rose 
lunae, then lune: 264 where Gyr. and Esc. agree in Haec dura 
et against Haec diuiti et C: 233 Annuus ille meet Esc. Gyr. 
against Annuus ille monet C. 

It is enough for my purpose to be able to shew that in 
a vastly preponderating number of instances, the reported 
readings of Gyr. are at variance with the extant readings of C 
and Esc.: and that there are too many of these discrepances to 
admit of our lightly accepting Gyr. against Esc. and C. 


ROBINSON ELLIS. 


? This v, is given in C Tum demum would have noted down the half (hu- 
uiles taceant inopesque relictae. From  milesque iacent) without taking care 
Gyr. is reported humilesque iacent. to add the preceding half, in a case 
How is this possible if Zum demum where, unless he did so, the v. would 
preceded? On the other hand who not scan? 
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